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From:  Jean  Kumagai  <jak@interport.net> 

To:  ACP.AIP(pelliot,tfeder,jschmidt) 

Date:  22  Oct  1 996  (Tue)  1 6:50 

Subject:  Re:  Meetings 


> 

>To:Graham  Collins  <gcollins@aip.org> 

>From:jak@interport.net  (Jean  Kumagai) 

>Subject:Re:  Meetings 
> 

>Hi,  Graham 
> 

>l'd  like  to  add  two  items  to  the  staff  meeting  agenda  on  Thursday: 

> 

>First,  I  think  we  should  include  in  the  discussion  of  Ray's  departure  the 
>staffs  participation  in  hiring. 

> 

>Second,  we  should  discuss  our  need  for  additional  staff. 

> 

>Also,  can  we  get  a  summary  of  the  advisory  committee's  preliminary 
>feedback  before  the  meeting? 

> 

>Thanks, 

>Jean 

> 

> 

> 

> 
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From: 

To: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Hi  Graham, 


Toni  Feder 
GCOLLINS 

23  Oct  1996  (Wed)  8:57 
mtg 


Agenda  items  for  Thursday’s  meeting: 


I  think  we  should  discuss  staff  participation  in  the  hiring  process,  as  well  as  the  need  for  increasing  staff  size. 

Thanks, 

Toni 
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From:  Graham  Collins 

To:  TFEDER 

Date:  23  Oct  1 996  (Wed)  10:13 

Subject:  mtg  -Reply 

You've  been  talking  to  Jeff  and  Jean,  haven't  you? 

OK,  I'll  add  it. 

I  apologise  again  about  how  Carol  told  you  that  you  were  now  doing  the  books  screening.  If  you  had  been  around 
last  week  when  Ray  and  I  discussed  it  we  would  have  immediately  gone  to  you  to  discuss  it  as  a  proposal.  Instead 
we  reached  the  conclusion  that  there  really  didn't  seem  to  be  any  other  workable  option.  My  intent  was  to  raise  it 
with  you  as  a  proposal,  with  the  expectation  that  we  would  reach  the  same  conclusion.  And  I  thought  I  had  made  it 
clear  to  Carol  that  because  I  hadn't  yet  discussed  it  with  you,  she  shouldn't  raise  it  with  you  yet. 

-  Graham 
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PHYSICS  TODAY  MEMORANDUM 


TO:  Ken  McNaughton,  Managing  Editor 

FROM:  Chris  Mohr 

RE:  Day  off 

DATE:  17  December  1992 


As  you  recall,  on  3  December  1992  I  told  you  of  my  plans  to 
use  three  vacation  days  at  Christmas  (two  of  them  immediately 
before  Christmas  and  the  other  one  immediately  after) . 

On  4  December  you  told  me  of  your  preference  that  I  take  all 
three  of  the  vacation  days  immediately  before  Christmas.  That 
way  I  would  miss  the  AIP  Holiday  Party  instead  of  missing  a 
full  day's  work,  and  I  would  thereby  gain  half  a  day  of  work. 

However,  I  objected  to  this  for  two  reasons.  First,  I  do  not 
want  to  miss  the  AIP  Holiday  Party,  and  second,  I  do  not  want 
to  mar  my  family's  holiday  plans.  I  do  not  see  the  AIP 
Holiday  Party  as  a  waste  of  working  time,  and  I  doubt  that  AIP 
management  does  either,  because  they  schedule  it  during 
working  hours.  As  one  who  has  taken  on  much  extra  work  over 
the  last  few  weeks,  I  am  very  aware  that  the  magazine  is  far 
behind  schedule.  However,  I  feel  that  making  me  miss  the  AIP 
Holiday  gathering  or  part  of  my  family's  Christmas  gathering 
does  not  address  the  cause  of  the  problem,  would  not  help  much 
in  the  short  run,  and  would  not  really  help  remedy  the  problem 
in  the  long  run. 

Also,  I  understand  that  many  others  will  be  out  after 
Christmas,  but  I  would  not  be  doing  their  work,  and  so  their 
absence  does  not  argue  for  my  presence. 

Yesterday,  almost  two  weeks  after  my  note  of  3  December,  you 
informed  me  that  you  do  not  want  me  to  take  a  vacation  day 
immediately  after  Christmas.  I  therefore  request  that  I  be 
allowed  to  use  a  personal  day  on  that  day,  28  December. 
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AMERICAN 

INSTITUTE  inter-office  memorandum 

QgPHYSICS 


To: 

From: 
Sub j  ect : 
Date: 
Copies  to: 


Kenneth  Ford,  Executive  Director  and  CEO, 
American  Institute  of  Physics 
Chris  Mohr,  Assistant  Editor,  Physics  Today 
''Stay  bonus'' 

16  September  1993 
Physics  Today  staff 


Physics  Today  managing  editor  Ken  McNaughton  has  informed  me  that 
in  my  case  the  American  Institute  of  Physics  will  renege  on  the 
bonus  it  promised  to  employees  who  stayed  with  AIP  until  around 
the  time  of  the  move  from  New  York  to  Maryland.  I  am  writing  to 
appeal  this  decision. 

I  am  leaving  AIP  a  week  before  I  begin  an  unpaid  internship  with 
an  international  anti-poverty  organization  on  27  September. 
Because  the  internship  involves  working  with  three  other  interns, 
I  cannot  possibly  delay  my  start  date.  And  for  obvious  reasons, 

I  need  the  bonus  money,  which  in  my  case  is  about  a  month's 
salary. 

As  you  can  see  from  the  attached  memos,  I  believe  I  have  a  strong 
case.  I  recognized  that  my  presence  at  Physics  Today  would  be 
particularly  important  in  the  last  few  months  before  the  move,  so 
I  purposely  sought  a  job  that  would  not  begin  before  about  1 
October.  I  even  passed  up  other  opportunities.  While  I  will 
leave  a  couple  of  weeks  before  the  long-stated  move  date  of  15 
October,  AIP  did  not  inform  me  of  the  actual  move  date  until  1 
September,  when  Mary Lou  Ogren  of  Personnel  delivered  your  memo 
dated  25  August  to  me.  This  late  timing  made  planning  very 
difficult  for  me. 

AIP  has  planned  for  three  years  to  include  a  stay  bonus  as  part 
of  the  relocation  package,  and  it  budgeted  funds  accordingly.  On 
29  March  1993  AIP's  director  of  human  resources,  Theresa  Braun, 
met  with  the  staff  of  Physics  Today  to  talk  about  the  move,  and 
she  said  at  that  time  that  AIP  would  be  flexible  regarding  the 
date  until  which  people  must  stay  to  receive  the  bonus.  In  your 
memo  of  25  August  you  said  that  a  waiver  "based  on  special 
circumstances''  would  be  possible  for  employees  moving  on  to 
other  jobs. 

I've  been  a  good  employee  at  AIP.  In  my  last  performance  review, 
just  one  month  ago,  my  supervisor  wrote:  "Chris  continues  to  do 
a  fine  job  editing  and  writing  for  Physics  Today.  He  is 
diligent,  willing,  cooperative  and  is  a  good  team  player." 
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In  light  of  the  above,  and  considering  that  I  gave  notice  six 
months  before  the  move  —  in  mid-April,  as  required  by  AIP  —  i 
believe  that  I  have  fulfilled  the  spirit  of  the  requirements  for 
the  stay  bonus.  I  thus  request  you  grant  me  the  stay  bonus. 

I  am  quite  upset  at  my  treatment,  as  are  coworkers  with  whom  I 
have  discussed  this.  They  join  me  in  hoping  that  AIP  will  show 
me  the  same  loyalty  I've  shown  AIP.  I  hope  you  will  rectify  the 
situation. 
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MEMO 


13  October  1993 


TO:  GBL,  BGL,  KM 

FROM:  MM  —  ki  Uk  EBB  £  B 

RE:  Resignation 


I  regret  to  inform  you  that  I  am  resigning  from  Physics 
Today  magazine.  My  last  day  of  work  will  be  the  27th  of  Oc¬ 
tober,  two  weeks  from  today. 


I  have  enjoyed  working  here.  My  leaving  is  partly  an  acci¬ 
dent.  When  I  was  concerned  about  my  father's  health  and  was 
given  permission  to  visit  home,  I  was  very  touched  and  happy 
to  be  working  in  a  caring  place.  When  the  trip  was  sudden¬ 
ly  and  capriciously  canceled  I  was  very  upset  and  sent  out  a 
job  application  the  next  day.  Much  to  my  surprise  I  was  of¬ 
fered  the  job  yesterday  and  took  it.  It  will  enable  me  to 
stay  in  New  York,  which  I  have  grown  to  like,  and  also  allow 
me  to  write  more. 
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AMERICAN 

INSTITUTE 

“PHYSICS 

500  Sunnyside  Boulevard 
Woodbury.  NY  11797-2999 

Tel.  516-576-2211 
Fax  516-349-1954 

Telex  36C983 
aminsiphys-nyk 

E-mail:  kwf@pine(  aip.org 


Kenneth  W  Ford,  Executive  Director  and  CEC 


February  16,  1993 


To: 

From: 

Subject: 


Gloria  Lubkin 


Kenneth  W.  Ford 


Roundtable 


This  confirms  the  remarks  I  made  to  you  over  the  phone.  I  found  the  Roundtable 
in  the  February  issue  to  be  quite  disappointing.  Here  we  have  a  group  of 
outstanding  people.  What  they  have  to  say  ought  to  be  interesting.  But  it  isn’t. 
They  ramble  on,  throw  in  a  few  anecdotes  and  a  few  wry  comments  [laughter],  but 
get  nowhere  in  particular.  It  is  easy  to  understand  why  the  report  has  no 
organization  or  structure;  it  is  essentially  a  bull  session.  This  isn’t  the  editors’ 
fault;  it  is  the  nature  of  the  format.  But  it  does  raise  question  about  the  value  of 
the  whole  roundtable  concept.  I  find  that  the  only  way  to  get  any  meat  from  this 
report  is  to  read  it  word  for  word  from  one  end  to  the  other.  That  is  hard  work. 
Who  will  persevere?  And,  having  persevered,  who  will  think  it  was  worth  the 
effort? 


Member  Societies: 

7 '•ip  Arr.E'.'can  P-_.  •  ;  Society 
CctiOA  Society  .;  -~r'  o« 
Accust  -;a«  Soot*.  .*  -"enca 
Tr-p  3o:>e‘v  of  R-e:  : ; , 

American  Assoc. a’  "  .• 
physics  Teachers 

American  Cr/sta'  c c'aC'C 
Assooat-on 


American  Astro' .c"  :  •  r>«.inety 


American  Assor.ic-’  o  ;• 
Physicists  in  Men4.;  -- 

American  /acuv"  - .  *-!y 
America'*  r  leorm  o.  ;a  Jmon 


Maybe  I  represent  an  extreme  position,  but  I  assess  the  value  of  this  Roundtable  to 
the  average  Physics  Today  reader  to  be  about  nil.  I  believe  that  a  short  opinion 
piece  written  by  any  one  of  these  people  would  have  been  more  interesting  and 
more  valuable  than  their  combined  output  in  this  format. 


KWF/daf 


cc:  Irwin  Goodwin 
Beverly  Porter 
John  Rigden 
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newsletter  for  the 
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VOL.  XXXIV,  NO.  4 


A  MESSAGE  FROM  THE 

Executive  Director 

AIP  is  moving  into  the  electronic  future  now.  For 
many  years  we  have  been  preparing  for  the  day  when 
all  our  journals  would  go  online,  available  to  all 
readers  at  the  click  of  a  mouse.  (We  started  so  long 
ago ,  it  was  actually  at  the  tap  of  a  keyboard.)  Over  the 
past  few  years  we  have  converted  our  composition 
processes  so  that  we  now  capture  all  text,  tables, 
equations  and  figures  in  digital  forms  suitable  for  a 
variety  of  pre-press  and  electronic  formats.  We  have 
experimented  with  new  electronic  online  delivery 
mechanisms  from  PINET  databases  to  an  online 
version  of  Applied  Physics  Letters.  Last  year  we 
formulated  an  Electronic  Publishing  Strategy  that 
called  for  continued  digital  capture  of  all  our 
composed  pages.  It  also  called  for  continued  experi¬ 
mentation  with  new  delivery  venues  until  some  of  the 
major  uncertainties  about  the  new  technologies  and 
their  market  acceptance  were  resolved. 

It  is  apparent,  even  though  a  host  of  uncertainties 
still  remain  unresolved,  that  AIP  and  the  physics 
community  has  become  enveloped  by  new  enabling 
technologies  and  associated  expectations  by  authors 
and  readers.  Therefore  we  must  now  move  forward 
more  aggressively. 

AIP  management  has  set  a  target  that  we  will 
present  to  our  Executive  Committee  on  June  14.  Upon 
their  approval,  we  will  immediately  begin  installing 
more  and  more  journals  online.  Some  will  be  journals 
of  our  Member  Societies,  some  will  be  our  own.  By  this 
time  next  year,  all  AIP  journals  and  any  journals 
desired  by  Member  Societies  will  be  online.  To  do  this 
will  require  enormous  effort  from  all  of  us— from  those 
who  connect  to  the  authors  and  readers  to  see  what  is 
really  needed,  to  those  who  develop  the  technology,  to 
those  who  produce  the  products,  to  those  who  will  help 
hire  the  new  employees  to  add  to  our  ability  to  deliver 
on  time,  and  to  the  rest  of  us  who  support  AIP  services. 

AIP's  Information  Technology  staff  will  be  schedul¬ 
ing  demonstrations  of  our  online  journal  products 
during  the  months  of  June  and  July.  They  hope  to  hold 
numerous  sessions  so  that  all  who  will  be  involved 
( and  that  is  almost  everyone  in  one  way  or  another) 
and  all  who  are  interested  can  take  a  look  at  our  first 
online  journal  efforts. 

I  know  you  all  will  help  AIP  as  we  step  up  to  the 
challenge  of  making  the  electronic  future 
happen  this  year. 

Marc  H.  Brodsky 


Maryland  Governor  Visits  ACP 


Governor  Parris  Glendening  (L)  addresses  a  group  from  ACP  resident  organizations,  future 
ACP  “ neighbors”  who  will  move  into  the  new  FDA  building  off  River  Road  and  Physics 
Ellipse,  Senators,  Member  of  Congress  and  the  Cabinet,  and  others.  Among  those  visible 
(seated)  are  (L-R)  College  Park,  MD  Mayor  Joe  Paige,  AAPT  Executive  Officer  Bernard  V. 
Khoury,  APS  Executive  Officer  Judy  Franz,  and  AIP  Director  of  Human  Resources  Theresa 
C.  Braun.  Story  and  more  photos  on  page  3. 


Kids  Come  to  Work  at  AIP  and  ACP 
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At  the  Woodbury  Publishing 
Center,  Andrea  Verity  (photo 
far  left)  and  her  son,  Andrew, 
pose  at  her  terminal.  Andrew 
was  raffle  prize  winner  for 
children  of  evening  shift 
employees.  At  left  is  Megan 
Young,  one  of  the  45+  visitors 
to  the  Publishing  Center 
during  the  daytime  program. 


Kids  visiting  ACP  (photo 
right)  looked  out  from  the 
roof  as  part  of  their 
general  tour  of  the 
building  and  grounds. 
Volunteers  accompanied 
them  as  they  were 
broken  up  into  three  color 
groups:  yellow,  blue,  and 
green.  Story  and  many 
more  photos  on  Kids’ 
days  in  Maryland  and 
New  York  are  on  pages 
4,  5,  and  6. 


Member  Societies:  The  American  Physical  Society  •  Optical  Society  of  America  •  Acoustical  Society  of  America  •  The  Society  of  Rheology  •  American  Association  of  Physics  T  eachers 
American  Crystallographic  Association  •  American  Astronomical  Society  •  American  Association  of  Physicists  in  Medicine •  American  Vacuum  Society  •  American  Geophysical  Union 


Jll# 

Welcomes 

NEW  YORK: 

Internet  Publishing 
Carolyn  Barry 
Product  Development 
Adam  Cohen 
Publishing  Systems 
Christopher  McMahon 

Marketing 
Christine  Orr 

■k  Promotions 

Rich  Kobel  (NY/MD) 
Director,  Adv.  &  Exhibits 

Wendy  Marriott  (NY) 
Manager,  Bus.  Systems 
&  Operations 

Bruce  Nogan  (NY) 

Dup.  OpVTechnician 

Cynthia  Sussman  (NY) 
Xyvision  Compositor 

Jennifer  Van  Cura  (NY) 
Sr.  Production  Editor 

~k  Pats  on  the  Back 

Bonnie  Feldman  (MD) 

Career  Services 
“Bonnie  did  outstanding 
work  to  accommodate  the 
Manpower  operation  at 
the  1996  APS  March 
Meeting  in  St.  Louis,  MO. 
She  was  very  proficient 
and  professional  with 
managing  the  entire  set-up 
for  interviews  between 
Manpower  counselors  and 
physics  job  seekers.” 


/  ^ 

jfext 

Issue 

•  PROFILE: 

Wendy  Marriott 

•  The  Picnics 

•  Health  &  Nutrition 

•  Summer  Outings 

.  . .  and  more! 

4^ 
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Marsh  White:  The  New  Centurian 


Marsh  White  is  living  proof  that  physics  is  good  for  the 
soul.  The  man  who  helped  form  the  Society  of  Physics 
Students  (SPS)  celebrated  his  100th  birthday  on 
April  22,  and  after  living  through  such  historic 
events  as  the  first  modem  Olympic  games  (also 
marking  a  centennial  this  year)  and  the  Wright 
Brothers’  first  flight,  he  has  every  intention  of 
sticking  around  for  the  arrival  of  the  21st  cen¬ 
tury. 

In  his  first  hundred  years.  White  has  left  his 
mark  in  a  big  way  in  the  field  of  physics  educa¬ 
tion.  He  was  the  first  person  to  ever  receive  a 
Ph.D.  from  Pennsylvania  State  University  and  Marsh  White 


was  a  driving  force  in  the  formation  of  the  school’ s  Delta  Chi 
fraternity  and  its  Sigma  Pi  Sigma  honor  society.  He  served 
as  Executive  Secretary  of  EAE  for  almost  40 
years,  longer  than  anyone  else.  In  the  late  1 960s, 
he  led  discussions  that  brought  about  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  the  SPS.  White  also  received  many 
awards  including  the  Presidential  Certificate  of 
Merit  in  1948  from  Harry  S.  Truman  and  the 
American  Association  of  Physics  Teachers  ci¬ 
tation  for  outstanding  service  in  1952. 

Happy  Birthday,  Marsh  White, 
and  many  more. 

— D.B. 


Meet  AlP’s  Offshore  Keyboarders 


On  a  recent  information  gathering  trip  to  the  Offshore  Keyboarding 
facility  in  Barbados,  Composition  Services  Branch  Manager  Cheryl 
Taub  brought  along  her  camera  and  now  shares  this  photo  with  us. 
Standing  is  Nan  Howard,  Supervisor  of  26  keyboarders  on  day  and 
evening  shifts,  who  are  dedicated  solely  to  AIP  work.  Woodbury 
Publishing  Center  employees  who  work  with  this  offshore  group 
include  Data  Preparation  Supervisor  Susan  Joy,  who  provides 
keyboarding  training  and  support,  and  Honey  West,  also  from  Data 
Preparation,  who  distributes  their  work  and  verifies  file  return  and 
billing. 


-  Clip  &  Save - 

— 

These  Woodbury/Jericho  Publishing  Center  employees 
completed  a  CPR  course  in  mid-March;  call  them  if 

you  have  an  emergency. 

Employee 

Dept^Floor 

Ext.# 

Phil  Arena 

Facility  Services-Nights 

2217 

Jackie  Beggins 

Data  Preparation 

2331 

Greg  Domke 

Journal  Production  I 

2427 

Carolyn  Gehlbach 

Edit.  Operations  (Jericho) 

2404 

Lori  Kenny 

Data  Preparation  -  Nights 

2331 

Donna  King 

Circulation  &  Fulfillment 

2278 

Wendy  Cona 

VP,  Publishing  Office 

2253 

Karen  Quinn 

Bus.  Systems  &  Operations 

2308 

Robyn  Van  Pelt 

Data  Preparation 

2346 

-  ANNIVERSARIES  - 

(5  years  or  over  as  of  May  1996) 


Employee 

Department  Years 

Betty  Aroesty 

Advertising 

13 

Elizabeth  Belmont 

Journal  Production  I 

15 

Mynn  Benincasa 

Treasurer's  Office 

37 

John  Bifano 

Facility  Services 

11 

Janet  Calvacca 

Data  Preparation 

14 

Ted  DiDomenico 

Graphics  Production 

11 

Thomas  Hachtel 

Business  Sys  &  Operations 

15 

Joy  Jones 

Journal  Production  I 

11 

Moon  Kim 

Facility  Services 

6 

Ruth  Kolb 

Circulation  &  Fulfillment 

7 

Janet  Kopitsch 

Circulation  &  Fulfillment 

18 

Cesar  Lara 

Facility  Services 

8 

Alicia  Masterson 

Secretary’s  Office 

6 

Deborah  McHone 

Journal  Production  I 

15 

Ellen  Petix 

Editorial  Operations 

18 

Michele  Pnnzo 

Circulation  &  Fulfillment 

10 

Carol  Staack 

Journal  Production  I 

11 

Honey  West 

Data  Preparation 

15 

Linda  Ziella 

Journal  Production  I 

18 

Introducing  AlP’s  1996-97  Governing  Board 


Following  its  March  meeting  at  the  American  Center  for  Physics, 
AlP’s  Governing  Board  met  for  its  annual  group  photo,  taken  by 
Malcolm  Tarlton  on  the  back  steps  of  the  building.  Group  includes 
(Bottom  Row  L-R)  Charlotte  Lowe-Ma,  Duncan  Moore,  Ben 
Snavely,  S.  Narasinga  Rao,  Harry  Lustig,  Roland  Schmitt,  Board 
Chair,  Norman  Ness,  Robert  Hilbom,  Ronald  Edge;  (Second  Row 
L-R )  Marcia  Neugebauer,  C.  Robert  O’Dell,  Thomas  Ahrens,  Robert 
Milkey,  Ario  Landolt,  Alan  Powell,  Judy  Franz,  Gregory  McKenna, 
John  Weaver;  (Top  Row  L-R)  Christopher  Harrison,  Marc  Brodsky, 
Fred  Spilhaus,  Jr.,  Robert  Apt el,  Charles  Schmid,  Rod  Grant, 
Andrew  Sessler,  Christopher  Marshall,  C.  Kumer  Patel,  G.  Brent 
Dalrymple,  Bernard  Khoury,  James  Smathers,  and  J.  William 
Rogers,  Jr. 
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Harold  L.  Davis  /  Editor 


3  March  1981 


Dr.  Jeffrey  Schmidt 
Department  of  Physics 
University  of  California 
Irvine ,  California  92717 


To  help  you  get  started  apartment  hunting  we  are  enclosing  recent  listings 
from  the  New  York  Times  and  the  Village  Voice.  Also  we  have  confirmed 
that  one  can  obtain  a  room  for  temporary  living  at  the  YMCA — either  the 
Sloan  House  (located  at  356  W.  34th  St. ,  9th  Ave.  212-760-5850,  information; 
212-760-5860,  reservations)  or  the  Vanderbilt  Y  (at  224  E.  47th  St.,  bet. 

2nd  &  3rd  Ave.  212-755-2410). 

The  rates  are  $15  a  day  for  a  single  room,  $20  for  a  double  room.  There 
is  also  a  $5  key  deposit,  and  identification  required  at  both.  Reservations 
can  be  made  2  weeks  in  advance,  although  both  YMCA's  do  not  feel  it  absolutely 
necessary.  (Rooms  normally  can  be  obtained  upon  arrival  in  New  York) .  Weekly 
and  monthly  rates  are  not  accepted;  payment  must  be  made  for  rooms  on  a  daily 
basis. 


Let  us  know  if  there  is  anything  we  could  do  for  you  in  the  meantime. 


Look  forward  to  seeing  you  on  the  17th. 


HLD : sm 
Enc. 


Editor 
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American  Physical  Society 
Optical  Society  of  America 
Acoustical  Society  of  America 


American  Association  of  Physics  Teachers 
American  Crystallographic  Association 
American  Astronomical  Society 
American  Association  of  Physicists  in  Medicine 


A  I  P  Inter-Office  Memorandum 


28  March  1986 


To:  All  Employees 

«r 

From:  H.  William  Koch  .»»». 

Subject:  Employee  Benefits 


During  the  course  of  your  employment  with  us,  you  have  become  aware 
of  the  many  employee  benefit  programs  provided  by  the  Institute. 

For  each  of  the  past  several  years,  we  drew  up  a  schedule  setting 
forth  the  costs  of  certain  benefits  paid  by  the  Institute  for  each  employee. 
Copies  were  distributed  to  all  employees  and  were  enthusiastically  received. 

In  the  belief  that  you  are  again  interested  in  knowing  the  dollar 
value  of  the  benefits  paid  in  your  behalf  by  the  Institute,  I  am  attaching  a 
new  schedule  effective  1  January  1986. 

If  you  have  any  questions  about  this  schedule,  please  address  them 
to  Mrs.  Theresa  Braun,  Manager  of  the  Personnel  Division,  or  Mr.  Gerald  F. 
Gilbert,  Chairman  of  the  Personnel  Committee. 


HWK:ds 

Attachments 
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♦  Employee  Benefits  Excluded:  Paid  Vacation,  Paid  Holidays,  Tuition  Reimbursement 
Travel  Insurance.  , 

**  On  Retirement  -  $103.80  per  year;  Not  on  Retirement  -  $75.60  per  year. 
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cated  data  after  North  Dakota  water 
officials  questioned  the  validity  of 
much  of  his  work  there.  No  sanctions 
have  been  imposed,  the  geological 
survey  explains,  because  the  scien¬ 
tist  resigned  after  being  confronted 
with  the  results  of  an  internal  in¬ 
quiry. 

•  6n  July  14,  the  journal  Science 
announced  it  had  been  told  by  NIH 


investigating  misconduct  in  1981. 

•  Also  in  July,  the  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  ac¬ 
knowledged  it  is  investigating 
charges  that  an  NIH  scientist  re¬ 
viewed  federal  contracts  awarded  to 
a  biotech  company  that  his  wife  had 
helped  start.  Co-workers  professed 
amazement  that  their  colleague 
could  have  permitted  such  a  conflict 


-  -  , - 1 -  U 

own  firm’s  generic  equivalent  to 
speed  up  FDA  approval  of  the  prod¬ 
uct.  Rep.  John  Dingell  (D-Mich.)  de¬ 
clared  that  “the  country  can  no 
longer  be  reasonably  confident  that 
the  FDA  is  able  to  protect  the  public 
against  unsafe  products.” 

A  fifth  case  now  being  investi¬ 
gated  by  NIH  is  in  some  ways  the 
most  serious  indictment  of  an 


half  of  the  state,  maintaine* 
there  are  no  significant  healtl 
from  such  power  lines.  Accorc 
Power  Authority  records, 
Aaronson  of  NCI  was  paid  $1 
for  his  testimony,  while  hi 


NIH’s  Hyatt:  “It’s  all 


Scientific  Publisher  Sues 
Over  Journal  Pricing  Study 


Gordon  &  Breach  hies 
papers  in  Switzerland 
citing  ‘erroneous, 
misleading’  findings  in 
Physics  Today  article 

ByKenKalfus 

Charging  “unfair  comparative  ad¬ 
vertising,”  the  scientific  publishing 
firm  of  Gordon  &  Breach  is  suing  the 
American  Institute  of  Physics  over 
an  article  and  a  letter  about  the  costs 
of  professional  journals  that  were 
published  in  the  organization’s 
monthly  magazine.  Physics  Today. 

The  case  raises  numerous  ques¬ 
tions — in  part  because  the  New 
York-based  publishing  firm  has  so 
far  chosen  to  press  the  case  not  in  the 
United  States,  where  Physics  Today 
is  published,  but  in  West  Germany 
and  Switzerland.  Partisans  for  Phys¬ 
ics  Today  charge  that  the  lawsuits 
could  inhibit  scientific  research,  es¬ 
pecially  research  about  the  explosive 
rise  of  journal  prices  {The  Scientist , 
July  24,  1989,  page  1);  Gordon  & 
Breach  replies  that  the  article  is  an 
example  of  biased  research  per¬ 
formed  by  a  scientist  with  a  stake  in 
the  study’s  result.  The  lawsuits, 
which  seek  injunctions,  retractions, 
and  damages,  also  raise  questions 
about  methods  of  comparing  the 
costs  of  professional  journals.  Their 
hearing  dates  have  not  yet  been  set. 

The  author  of  the  article,  “Cos'* 
Effectiveness  of  Physics  Journals” 
(July  1988,  pages  56-9),  is  Henry  H. 
Barschall,  a  retired  ^professor  of 
physics  at  the  University  of  Wiscon¬ 
sin,  Madison.  The  article  was  a  sum¬ 
mary  of  a  more  detailed  survey 
published  the  same  month  in  Bulle¬ 
tin  of  the  American  Physical  Society 
(pages  1437-47),  coauthored  by 
Barschall  and  a  colleague  in  the  Wis¬ 
consin  physics  department,  John 
Arrington.  The  study  ranked  a  num¬ 
ber  of  professional  publications  by 


two  factors:  cost  in  cents  per  1 ,000 
characters  of  type;  and  impact — the 
average  number  of  citations  per  arti¬ 
cle  in  the  two  years  following  publi¬ 
cation. 

Dramatic  Results 

The  results  reported  by  Barschall 
and  Arrington  were  dramatic.  For 
example,  in  the  area  of  condensed 
matter  physics  the  cost-to- impact 
ratio  ranged  from  0.22  for  Physical 
Review  B  to  45.0  for  Gordon  & 
Breach’s  Physics  and  Chemistry  of 
Liquids. 

Gordon  &  Breach  is  crying  foul, 
noting  that  Physical  Review  B  is 
published  by  the  American  Physical 

(Continued  on  Pa^e  26) 


institution’s  ability  to  oversee  the 
conduct  of  its  employees.  It  also  pro¬ 
vides  a  glimpse  into  the  unhappiness 
that  many  scientists  feel  about  hav¬ 
ing  to  live  under  a  new  set  of  rules 
crafted  to  preserve  the  golden  repu¬ 
tation  of  the  research  enterprise. 

At  issue  in  this  latest  incident  are 
NIH  rules  restricting  the  amount  of 
money  federal  employees  can  earn 
from  such  outside  activities  as  con¬ 
sulting,  lecturing,  and  testifying  as 
expert  witnesses.  The  limits  on  what 
NIH  calls  “outside  work”  are  seen  as 
a  compromise  between  those  who 
feel  that  any  outside  payments  are  a 
threat  to  the  integrity  of  science  and 
those  who  argue  that  scientists 
should  be  entitled  to  profit  freely 
from  their  knowledge.  Cynics  say 
the  limits  put  a  price  tag  on  intellec¬ 
tual  honesty,  while  advocates  of 
greater  financial  freedom  say  that 
money  would  never  influence  their 
scientific  judgment. 

The  current  case  involves  three 
scientists  from  the  National  Cancer 
Institute  (NCI)  who  appeared  as  ex- 


done  on  the  honor 
system.  We  only  know 
what  they  tell  us.” 


leagues  Lucius  Sinks  re 
$41,083  and  Margaret  Tuci 
least  $12,978.  These  scientist 
also  testified  on  the  subject  as 
witnesses  at  other  trials. 

The  chief  question  that  P 
investigating  is  whether  the 
tists  violated  the  agency’s  ru 
accepting  payment  that  exceec 
$12,500  annual  limit  from  om 
pany,  and  $25,000  limit  fir 
sources,  for  outside  work.  A 
question  is  whether  their  test 
violates  NIH  rules  that  prohil 
pearances  in  cases  in  which  “tl 
ject  of  the  litigation  ii 
controversial,  and  is  not  lik 
become  controversial  in  the  fi 

The  testimony  was  preser 
June  1988.  But  NIH  didn’t  k 
the  potential  violation  until  D 


PRIVATE  INSTITUTE  BRIEFS 


Federal  Aid  For  The  Mouse  Mart? 

Jackson  Lab  in  Bar  Harbor,  Maine,  has  cleared  its  first  hurdle 
in  getting  federal  funds  to  rebuild  after  its  devastating  May  10 
fire  ( The  Scientist,  June  26, 1989,  page  5).  In  late  July  the 
Senate  Labor  and  Human  Resources  Committee  approved  a 
bill  that  would  authorize  $25  million  to  construct  a  new  facility 
for  the  production  of  inbred  and  mutant  mice  to  be  used  in 
biological  research.  Although  the  legislation  calls  for  competitive 
bidding,  the  presumed  beneficiary  of  the  bill  would  be  Jackson, 
whose  officials  worked  closely  with  the  Maine  congressional 
legislation  and  the  bill’s  sponsors,  Senators  Edward  Kennedy 
(D.-Mass.)  and  Orrin  Hatch  (R.-Utah).  The  legislation  must  still 
be  approved  by  the  House  and  the  full  Senate. 

Meanwhile,  Jackson  has  been  trying  to  overcome  its 
shortage  of  breeding  space  by  using  trailers  and  other 

temporary  facilities.  It  resumed 
shipping  mice  only  a  month  after 
the  fire,  but  only  at  a  fraction  of  the 
prefire  rate.  According  to  Ken 
Trevett,  the  house  counsel  and 
assistant  to  lab  director  Ken 
Paigen,  the  lab  shipped  nearly 
60,000  mice  in  July,  about  40%  of 
the  normal  monthly  quantity.  Using 
the  trailers,  Jackson  hopes  to 
reach  80%  of  the  prefire  production 
by  spring,  but  the  temporary 
facilities  are  only  'a  short-term  fix," 


JACKSON:  Shipping  40% 


according  to  Trevett.  “It's 
long-term  shortage  of  mic 
legislative  process — not  i 
constraints— the  new  fact 
years. 

Disabled  Virus  M 

A  field  test  that  could  help 
environmentally  safe  bioU 
summer  in  a  cabbage  pal 
directed  by  H.  Alan  Wood 
Ithaca,  N.Y.,  will  measure 
conditions  of  Autographs 
polyhedrosis  virus  (AcMN 
baculoviruses  known  to  k 
the  corn  borer.  This  strain 
occurring  viruses,  has  be* 
cannot  survive  long  in  the 
test  site.  BTI  researchers 
gene  responsible  for  the  > 
mutation,"  says  Wood,  “w 
eliminated  immediately."  ‘ 
protection,  BTI  researche 
virus.  According  to  Wood, 
disabled  virus  occur  natui 
environment.  If  the  field  tf 
deleting  genes  could  be  p 
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PROFESSION 


Publisher  Sues  All?  Physicist  Over  Journal  Price  Study 


(Continued from  Page  4 ) 

Society,  one  of  AIP’s  member  socie¬ 
ties.  According  to  the  publishing 
firm’s  Zurich  lawyer,  Alfred  Gilgan, 
the  article  thus  represents  a  form  of 
comparative  tulveitising,  and  be¬ 
cause  of  its  allegedly  unfair  method¬ 
ology  is  subject  to  sanctions  under 
Swiss  law.  In  general,  journals  pub¬ 
lished  by  the  professional  societies 
rank  at  the  top  of  Barschall 's  tables, 
while  the  commercial  publications 
lie  at  the  bottom. 

A  similar  lawsuit  has  been  filed 
in  West  Germany.  Gilgan  says  these 
_  countries  were  chosen  because  of  the 
large  market  they  represented  for  the 
publishing  firm  and  the  wording  of 
their  unfair  competition  laws.  “Gor¬ 
don  St  Breach,”  Gilgan  says,  “just 
checked  to  see  where  we  could  do 
anything  against  this  damaging  pub¬ 
lication.” 

Gilgan’s  claim  that  the  case 
comes  under  Swiss  jurisdiction  is 
based  on  the  assertion  that  both 
Physics  Today  and  many  Gordon  & 
Breach  publications  are  sold  there, 
competing  with  each  other  not  only 
for  readers,  but  for  contributors.  The 
publishing  firm’s  suit  in  Zurich 
canton’s  commercial  court  against 
AIP  and  APS  seeks  a  declaratory 

Researcher  To 
Appeal  Firing 
Over  Implant 

( Cottoned  from  Page  7) 

What  apparently  caused  the 
health  and  welfare  department  to 
clamp  down  on  Blais  were  reports 
earlier  this  year  in  the  Montreal  Ga¬ 
zette  that  quoted  his  confidential 
memos.  Says  Blais,  “It  was  a  time 
when  much  of  this  information 
[about  the  implant]  was  already  sur¬ 
facing  in  different  ways,  and  because 
the  department  is  very  small  and 
there's  only  a  few  plastic  specialists, 
everyone  inferred  that  [the  person 
responsible  for  the  leaks]  was  me. 
I’d  published  before  on  this  subject 
for  the  scientific  literature.  I’d  given 
lectures  and  so  on." 

Blais  says  that  the  government  is 
wrong  in  its  assumption.  “The  de¬ 
partment  leaks  like  a  sieve,”  he  says. 
And  he  says  that  he  wouldn’t  be 
surprised  if  the  leaks  continued. 

In  the  meantime,  Blais  is  still 
reeling  from  the  shock  of  being  fired. 
“It’s  one  of  the  most  distressing  epi- 
c  sodes  in  my  career, "he  says.  “It’s  not 
just  that  I  have  been  dismissed.  I 
fought  within  the  department  to  have 
the  product  at  least  sidetracked  until 
we  knew  more  about  it,  but  they 
refused  to  withdrawn.” 

He  says  that  many  scientists  have 
called  him  and  the  union  to  express 
their  support  for  his  appeal.  “They 
feel,”  he  says,  “that  the  whole  integ¬ 
rity  of  the  scientific  arm  of  the  public 
service  is  at  stake.”  □ 


David  Spugeon  is  a  freelence  science 
writer  based  m  Ottawa. 


judgment  that  the  article  constituted 
unfair  competition,  an  injunction 
against  further  publication  of  the 
study’s  results,  publication  of  a  re¬ 
traction,  and  an  unspecified  amount 
in  damages  (which  Gilgan  says  will 
be  determined  during  the  discovery 
process).  A  lawsuit  against  Barschall 
in  Zurich  district  court  seeks  the 
same  redress,  except  for  the  retrac¬ 
tion. 

After  the  Physics  Today  article 
appeared,  AIP  offered  to  provide 
Gordon  St  Breach  with  space  in  its 
letters  column  to  reply  to  the  article. 


Meserve:  “It’s  odd  that 
one  American  publisher 
would  sue  another 
American  publisher  in  a 
foreign  court” 


The  publishing  firm,  however,  ob¬ 
jected  to  Physics  Today's  intention  to 
allow  Barschall  to  respond  to  Gor¬ 
don  St  Breach’s  charges.  Gilgan  says 
such  an  exchange  would  have  por¬ 
trayed  Physics  Today  as  an  “amica¬ 
ble  arbiter  between  two  independent 
parties.  That  is  just  not  true.  Profes¬ 
sor  Barschall,  as  we  see  it,  was  just 
used  as  the  speaker  for  AIP.”  Gilgan 
calls  Barschall  “camouflage”  to  dis¬ 
guise  AIP’s  “interest  as  competitor 
of  Gordon  &  Breach."  Gordon  St 
Breach’s  lawsuit  also  cites  a  March 
1989  letter  by  Barschall  in  Physics 
Today  (page  15)  that  defended  his 
methodology. 

At  the  time  of  the  article’s  publi¬ 
cation,  Barschall  was  a  member  of 
AIP’s  Publishing  Policy  Committee, 
a  fact  disclosed  in  the  biographical 
note  at  the  bottom  of  the  article’s  first 
page.  Richard  Meserve,  a  Washing¬ 
ton  lawyer  who  is  representing  AIP, 
APS.  and  Barschall  against  the  Gor¬ 
don  St  Breach  legal  action,  denies 
any  sort  of  collusion  between  AIP 
and  the  physicist.  The  study  was 
Barschall’s  own  idea,  he  says,  and 
was  “done  out  of  his  own  concern 
about  journal  prices.”  He  adds  that 
Barschall’s  participation  in  AIP  and 
APS  was  typical  of  most  physicists, 
he  held  no  paid  position  in  the  soci¬ 
eties,  and  he  had  “no  financial  stake 
in  the  success  or  failure  of  their  jour¬ 
nals.” 

Barschall,  74,  himself  says  “the 
idea  that  I  have  a  financial  interest  in 
the  American  Physical  Society  or 
their  journals  is  pretty  far-fetched,” 
He  has  long  served  in  a  variety  of 
organizational  and  editorial  posi¬ 
tions,  he  says,  but  only  as  a  member 
of  the  profession.  The  retired  exper¬ 
imental  nuclear  physicist  adds  that 
he  continues  to  pay  membership 
dues  and  subscription  fees. 

Barschall’s  methodology  comes 
under  intense  criticism  from  Gilgan, 
who  calls  the  work  “erroneous  and 
misleading."  He  says  that  in  the  Bul¬ 
letin  study  on  which  the  Physics 
Today  summary  is  based,  Barschall 
used  only  1 1  of  Gordon  St  Breach’s 
24  publications,  an  unrepresentative 


BARSCHALL:  Rated  journals 
by  their  cost  and  impact. 


sample,  and  that  in  the  Physics  Today 
article,  the  two  Gordon  &  Breach 
journals  cited  were  the  most  expen¬ 
sive  and  third-most  expensive  of  the 
firm’s  titles.  He  adds  that  six  of  the 
11  journals  cited  are  nonresearch 
journals,  and  one  of  them.  Funda¬ 
mentals  in  Cosmic  Physics,  is  a 
handbook.  Meserve  responds  that 
Barschall  simply  used  the  titles 
available  in  his  University  of  Wis¬ 
consin  library  and  never  presented 
his  survey  as  all-encorapassing. 

Gilgan  calls  the  cost-per-thou- 
sand  index  “a  totally  unsecured 


(Ccmfumed  from  Page  12 ) 

search  programs  focus  on  gene¬ 
splicing,  bioreactors,  and  bioelec¬ 
tronics. 

“There’s  no  question  that  Japan 
has  set  itself  the  task  of  becoming 
number  one  in  biotechnology,"  says 
Richard  D.  Godown,  president  of  the 
Industrial  Biotechnology  Associa¬ 
tion,  a  Washington-based  trade 
group.  He  recommends  that  the  U.S. 
government  work  to  harmonize  in¬ 
ternational  biotechnology  regula¬ 
tions,  set  up  more  tax  credits  for 
R&D,  and  gradually  lessen  regula¬ 
tion  of  these  new  products.  “If  the 
people  in  government  give  proper 
recognition  to  the  significance  of 
biotechnology  and  give  proper  credit 
to  the  difficulties  we  are  now  facing 
and  take  the  proper  steps,  then  the 
Japanese  won’t  be  a  problem.” 

Others  are  less  optimistic.  Fifteen 
years  ago,  Japan  produced  no  new 
drugs;  10  years  later,  16  of  78  drugs 
with  new  chemical  structures  came 
out  of  Japan.  Even  the  experts  from 
the  U.S.  government’s  Japanese 
Technology  Evaluation  (JTECH) 
who  looked  at  Japan’s  capabilities  in 
biochemical  process  technology, 
biosensors,  cell  culture  technology, 
protein  engineering,  and  recombi¬ 
nant  DNA  technology  are  astonished 
at  its  recent  prowess.  “They  have 
proceeded  a  lot  further  in  some 
areas,  one  of  them  being  protein  en¬ 
gineering,  than  we  thought,"  says 
Robert  D.  Shelton,  JTECH  program 


quantity”  that  does  not  take  into  ac¬ 
count  graphs  and  charts,  which  the 
firm  says  cost  twice  the  amount  to 
publish  than  the  same  page  area  that 
contains  text  Impact  Gilgan  says,  is 
directly  related  to  circulation,  not 
value,  and  hence  is  “a  very,  very 
dangerous  measurement  and  very 
misleading.”  Gordon  St  Breach  ti¬ 
tles,  he  says,  are  more  specialized 
than  the  society  journals,  and  thus 
more  valuable  to  the  specialist  “If  a 
specialist  buys  an  AIP  journal,  he’ll 
get  cheaper  characters,”  Gilgan  says, 
“but  he  gets  cheaper  characters  he’s 
not  interested  in.” 

Gordon  St  Breach’s  other  com¬ 
plaints — which  were  detailed  in  an 
approximately  90-page  letter  to 
AIP — cite  the  impossibility  of  com¬ 
paring  journals  with  different  poli¬ 
cies  on  page  costs,  translation  ex¬ 
penses,  airmail  costs,  and  reprint 
charges.  The  firm  also  challenges  the 
figures  Barschall  uses  as  Gordon  St 
Breach’s  subscription  prices  and 
says  that  AIP’s  status  as  a  member- 
supported  nonprofit  organization 
further  skews  comparison. 

Meserve  declares  that  Gordon  St 
Breach  misses  the  point  of  the  arti¬ 
cle,  which  meant  to  compare  only 
prices,  and  not  value.  He  says  Phys¬ 
ics  Today  has  a  very  sophisticated 
audience  that  understands  the  dis¬ 
tinction.  Gordon  St  Breach’s 


director. 

Most  observers  feel  that  it  will 
take  more  than  a  supportive  govern¬ 
ment  to  ensure  a  place  for  American 
cuisine  at  the  next  decade's  biotech¬ 
nology  banquet;  which  is  expected 
to  feature  new  and  improved  pro¬ 
teins  that  function  better  than 
nature's  own.  Protein  engineering 


involves  making  small  but  precise 
changes  in  the  protein’s  makeup  and 
shape.  The  process  relies  on  com¬ 
plex  calculations  to  predict  struc¬ 
tural  changes. 

Japan  has  already  shown  its  com¬ 
mitment  to  this  new  field.  In  1986 
the  government  linked  a  dozen  phar¬ 
maceutical,  food  processing,  and 
computer  hardware  companies  in  a 
Protein  Engineering  Institute,  using 
a  coordinated  approach  that  com¬ 
pensates  for  any  shortfalls  in  basic 
research  capabilities.  Last  year  it  put 
these  efforts  under  one  roof.  Three 
months  later,  its  scientists  were  al¬ 
ready  presenting  results  at  interna¬ 
tional  meetings. 


charges,  he  says,  “are  completely 
and  adequately  answered”  by  the 
Bulletin  article,  which  explains  its 
methodology,  “a  standard  technique 
to  evaluate  journal  costs.”  He  adds, 
"it  seems  odd  that  one  American 
publisher  would  sue  another  Ameri¬ 
can  publisher  in  a  foreign  court  over 
an  article  in  an  American  publica¬ 
tion.” 

Meanwhile,  participants  in  the 
journal  debate  are  worried  about  the 
suit’s  implications.  Chuck  Hamaker, 
director  of  the  Louisiana  State  Uni¬ 
versity  library,  says,  “I  consider  this 
approach  could  have  a  chilling  effect 
on  the  way  scholars  and  librarians 
discuss  the  issue  of  the  high  price  of 
journals.”  Another  librarian  adds 
that  this  kind  of  lawsuit  could  inhibit 
further  research  on  the  subject. 

But  Gilgan  says  that  Gordon  St 
Breach  does  not  intend  to  inhibit  re¬ 
search.  The  Zurich  lawyer  says, 
“Our  argument  is  that  research  is 
wonderful,  but  please  don’t  make 
research  with  wrong  figures,  and 
please  explain  how  the  research  was 
done.  We  feel  that  this  was  not  duly 
done.  Everything  that  they  could  do 
wrong  they  did  wrong. 

For  his  part,  Barschall  remains 
concerned  but  confident  that  he  will 
prevail  in  the  lawsuit.  He  says,  “It 
certainly  makes  my  retirement  more 
interesting.”  □ 


In  contrast,  the  UJS.  efforts  in 
protein  engineering  arc  a  patchwork 
of  individual  corporate  policies. 
Chemical  and  pharmaceutical  indus¬ 
try  leaders  each  have  programs  in 
protein  engineering.  “But  if  they  got 
together  and  made  one  huge  facility, 
they  would  advance  much  more  rap¬ 
idly,”  says  Dale  L.  Oxeader,  director 
of  the  Center  for  Molecular  Genetics 
at  the  University  of  Michigan  and 
chairman  of  the  1984  JTECH  study 
on  biotechnology  that  underesti¬ 
mated  Japan’s  potential  in  the  field. 
He  believes  that  protein  engineering 
in  the  U.S.  requires  a  joint  effort, 
because  it  is  so  much  more  capital 
intensive  than  recombinant  DNA 
technology,  but  he  has  already  failed 
once  in  bringing  about  such  a  con¬ 
sortium  (The  Scientist ,  May  2, 1988, 
page  1 ).  Oxender  still  believes  that  a 
consortium  could  be  formed,  but  by 
then,  Japan’s  biotechnology  prod¬ 
ucts  may  already  be  on  the  table. 

It’s  going  to  take  much  more  than 
creativity  and  entrepreneurial  spirit 
if  the  U.S.  is  to  dish  out  more  and 
better  biotechnology  than  the  Japan¬ 
ese,  says  Dibner.  Japan's  strengths — 
applied  research,  fast-track  patent¬ 
ing,  expertise,  in  bioprocess 
engineering,  and  companies  with 
deep  pockets  and  vision — may  make 
them  better  able  to  endure  the  inter¬ 
national  competition  over  the  long 
haul.  Adds  Yoshikawa:  “Many 
American  companies  are  going  to 
have  a  verv  difficult  time.”  □ 


Japanese  Biotechnology  Advances 
Challenge  Dominance  By  U.S.  Firms 
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INTER-OFFICE  MEMORANDUM 


AMERICAN 

INSTITUTE 

QfPHYSICS 


TO:  PT  staff 

FROM: Paul  Hersch 

DATE: 13  May  1991 

RE:  My  leaving  Physics  Today 


Gloria  and  I  have  concluded  that  she  and  I  cannot  work  in 
concert.  She  therefore  has  asked  that  I  seek  other  employ¬ 
ment  . 

I  will  continue  as  managing  editor  of  Physics  Today  for 
several  more  weeks.  I  look  forward  to  the  fullest  coopera¬ 
tion  of  the  staff  during  this  coming  period  in  getting  the 
June  and  future  issues  of  the  magazine  published  according 
to  their  schedules.  For  my  part,  I  will  continue  handling 
those  matters  that  the  staff  expects  of  me. 

I  want  to  thank  the  staff  for  making  my  experience  as  manag¬ 
ing  editor  at  Physics  Today  rewarding  and  interesting. 
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PHYSICS  TODAY  MEMO 


TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

DATE: 


Staff 

Gloria/Ken 
New  Staff 
20  December  1993 


We  have  two  new  staff  members  starting  Mon.  20  December. 

STEPHEN  BENKA  is  joining  us  as  an  Associate  Editor.  He  has  a  BS 
in  physics  and  a  BS  in  mathematics  from  Metropolitan  State 
College  in  Denver,  and  a  PhD  in  Physics  from  the  University  of 
North  Carolina,  Chapel  Hill.  His  most  recent  position  was  at  the 
Naval  Research  Laboratory  in  Washington,  D.C.,  where  he  was 
actively  engaged  in  solar  physics  research. 

MONICA  OLIVER  will  be  joining  us  as  a  Clerk/Typist.  Monica  will 
help  with  mail,  telephones,  faxing,  filing,  copying  and  may  also 
be  involved  with  the  manuscript  tracking  database. 

We  will  continue  to  employ  the  services  of  two  temporary 
clerk/ typists  until  the  work  load  settles  down. 
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PHYSICS  TODAY  MEMO 


TO:  Staff 

FROM:  Gloria/Ken 

RE:  New  Staff 

DATE:  29  December  1993 


We  have  two  new  staff  members  starting  Tue.  4  January. 

DENIS  CIOFFI  is  a  new  Associate  Editor.  He  has  a  BS  in  physics 
and  astronomy  from  the  State  University  of  New  York,  Albany,  an 
MA  in  astronomy  from  the  University  of  Virginia,  Charlottesville, 
and  a  PhD  in  astrophysics  from  the  University  of  Colorado, 

Boulder  (1985)  .  Denis  has  worked  at  Goddard  Space  Flight  Center, 
the  National  Science  Foundation  and  at  NASA  headquarters. 

RAY  LADBURY  is  a  new  Associate  Editor.  He  has  a  BS  in  physics 
from  Colorado  State  University,  Fort  Collins,  and  a  PhD  in 
experimental  physics  from  the  University  of  Colorado,  Boulder 
(1988) .  Ray  has  been  in  the  Peace  Corps  in  West  Africa  and  most 
recently  has  taught  physics  at  Pikeville  College  in  Kentucky. 
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INTEROFFICE  MEMORANDUM 


September  29,  1994 


TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


All  Physics  Today  Staff 


John  S.  Rigden 


Editorial  Staff  Changes  at  Physics  Today 


Reflecting  Physics  Today's  strategic  need  to  identify  emerging  trends,  as  the  role  of  physics 
and  physicists  is  being  rapidly  redefined  in  the  world  community,  the  following  changes  in 
the  magazine's  editorial  structure  are  being  announced: 

•  Gloria  Lubkin,  who  has  been  the  magazine's  Editor  since  1985  and  a  member  of  the 
editorial  staff  since  1963,  will  become  its  new  Editorial  Director. 

•  Stephen  Benka,  an  Associate  Editor  at  PT,  has  been  appointed  as  its  new  Editor. 

The  operations  of  the  magazine  will  be  managed  by  the  Editor,  with  expanded 
responsibilities  shared  by  the  entire  staff. 

The  Editorial  Director  will  draw  on  her  years  of  experience,  perspective  and  extensive 
contacts  to  identify  emerging  trends  in  physics  worldwide— what  is  important  in  physics  and 
what  is  important  to  physicists.  She  will  continue  to  be  involved  in  seeking  out  articles  and 
in  reporting,  editing  and  writing. 

Also  Elliot  Plotkin,  previously  reporting  to  John  Rigden,  will  now  report  to  Charles  Harris. 
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AMERICAN 

INSTITUTE 

^PHYSICS 


INTER-OFFICE  MEMORANDUM 


TO:  AIP 

FROM:  James  H.  Stitfi^-Y 

DATE:  November  16,  1999 

SUBJECT:  New  Publisher 


EXTENSION:  3126 


I  am  pleased  to  announce  that  Randy  Nanna  joined  AIP  as  Publisher  for  Physics  Today  and  The 
Industrial  Physicist  on  Monday,  November  15,  1999.  Formerly  with  Physicians  World 
Communications  Group,  Randy  has  an  extensive  background  in  publishing,  advertising,  and  sales.  I 
look  forward  to  the  magazines’  continued  growth  and  prominence  under  Randy’s  leadership. 

Effective  immediately,  all  information  regarding  Physics  Today  and  The  Industrial  Physicist  should 
be  forwarded  to  Randy. 

Please  join  me  in  extending  a  warm  AIP  welcome  to  Randy. 
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A  I  P  Inter -Office  Memorandum 


To:  All  AIP  Staff  Date:  10  March  1982 

From:  H.  William  Koch 

Subject:  Update  on  National  Labor  Relations  Board  Election 


1.  In  my  letter  of  20  January  1982,  I  stated  that  the  Union  filed  unfair  labor 
practice  charges  with  the  Labor  Board,  including  an  allegation  that  the 
Institute  should  be  ordered  to  bargain  with  the  Union  because  the  Union 
had  cards  from  a  majority  of  the*voting  unit.  On  26  February  1982,  the 
Board  dismissed  the  allegation  because  it  found  that  the  Union  did  not 
have  cards  from  a  majority.  The  Labor  Board  is  continuing  its 
investigation  of  the  other  charges. 

2.  On  26  February  1982,  the  Labor  Board  issued  a  report  on  its  investigation 

of  the  challenges  and  objections  made  by  the  Union  to  the  10  December 
1981  vote.  The  following  is  a  summary  of  that  report: 

a.  One  person  was  challenged  by  the  Union  as  a  confidential  employee 

and  one  person  was  challenged  by  the  Labor  Board  because  her  name 
did  not  appear  on  the  voting  list.  The  Labor  Board  overruled  both 
of  these  challenges. 

b.  Of  the  24  persons  challenged  by  the  Union  as  supervisors,  one 

challenge  was  overruled.  The  Labor  Board  has  directed  that  a 
hearing  be  held  concerning  the  remaining  23  challenges. 

c.  The  Labor  Board  overruled  the  two  objections  made  by  the  Union 

regarding  surveillance  of  supervisors  and  harassment  by  the 
employer  and  has  directed  that  a  hearing  be  held  to  resolve  the 
remaining  objections. 

3.  We  have  had  a  negotiation  meeting  with  Local  406  concerning  the  six 
employees  who  voted  in  the  professional  unit  and  another  meeting  is 
scheduled  for  today. 

We  will  continue  to  keep  you  informed  of  further  developments. 


HWK:cjw 
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AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  PHYSICS 


335  EAST  45  STREET.  NEW  YORK,  NEW  YORK.  „  10017 


(212)  661-9404 


H.  William  Koch 
Director 
Lewis  Slack 
Interim  Secretary 
Gerald  F.  Gilbert 

Treasurer  29  M&TCh  1982 


To:  AIP  Staff 

From:  H.  William  Koch 

Subject:  Update  of  NLRB  Election 


In  my  memo  of  10  March  1982,  I  stated  that  the  Labor  Board  was  investigating 
the  union's  unfair  labor  practice  charges,  had  overruled  some  of  the  union  objections 
and  challenges  and  directed  a  hearing  to  resolve  those  remaining  objections  and 
challenges. 

Today  we  received  notice  that  the  hearing  on  the  challenges,  objections  and  unfair 
labor  practices  would  be  held  on  5  April  at  16  Court  Street  in  Brooklyn.  Our 
attorneys  are  requesting  that  the  hearing  be  transferred  to  the  Labor  Board  offices 
at  1501  Broadway  in  Manhattan,  in  order  to  make  attendance  more  convenient. 

Some  of  you  may  be  subpoened  to  testify  on  behalf  of  the  union.  The  subpoena 
could  come  from  the  union  or  from  the  Labor  Board.  Under  the  law  you  are 
entitled  to  be  paid  the  statutory  witness  fee  of  $30.00  per  day.  You  will  not  be 
paid  during  the  time  you  are  not  working.  As  soon  as  you  receive  a  subpoena, 
please  notify  your  supervisor  so  he  or  she  can  make  appropriate  arrangements  to 
cover  your  work. 


HWK:mt 
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A  MESSAGE  FROM  THE 

Executive  Director 

Are  we  really  serving? 

AIP’s  mission  is  to  serve  the  sciences  of  physics 
and  astronomy  by  serving  the  Member  Societies , 
by  serving  individual  scientists ,  and  by  serving 
students  and  the  general  public. 

Do  the  people  you  deal  with  really  think  you  are 
serving  them? 

It  is  everybody's  responsibility  to  be  introspec¬ 
tive  about  their  role  within  AIP — a  service 
organization.  We  must  ask  ourselves:  “Do  I  really 
provide  the  services  I  am  supposed  to,  or  am  I 
sometimes  just  going  through  the  motions?” 

Put  yourself  in  the  position  of  the  person  being 
served.  Think,  for  example,  of  yourself  when  you 
receive  poor  or  inferior  service  in  a  store.  Think  of 
how  you  feel  and  the  level  of  frustration  you  reach 
when  you  are  given  the  run-around  on  the 
telephone,  or  constantly  have  to  talk  to  a  machine 
instead  of  a  live  and  helpful  person.  Observe  a 
person’s  tone  of  voice  when  you  place  an  order  or 
ask  for  information  on  the  phone.  Then  ask 
yourself  if  your  customers  might  ever  feel  that 
way  when  they’re  communicating  with  you  and 
your  co-workers  on  AIP  staff. 

Try  a  little  test.  Have  a  colleague  call  you  and 
play  the  role  of  a  customer.  Then  see  if  you  are 
perceived  as  really  being  of  service. 

I’d  appreciate  your  feedback  on  whether  you 


feel  that 


f 


AIP  serves  its  customers  well. 


Play  Ball! 

Tom  Thrash  (L)  catches  one  into  the  late  day 
sunlight  for  KAOS,  AIP  NY’s  co-ed  softball 
team.  The  group  has  been  having  a 
teriffic  season  so  far.  Manager  Matt 
Stratton  (Pub.  Systems)  is 
optomistic  about  KAOS  making  the 
playoffs;  stay  tuned!  More  on 
AIP’s  gals  and  guys  of  summer 
on  page  A1 . 


Physics  Today  Celebrates  the  Big  Five  O 


Members  of  Physic*  Today  staff  gathered  this 
spring  to  celebrate  a  true  milestone:  50  years 
serving  the  physics  community  by  producing  AIP’s 
aclaimed  magazine.  Included  (L-R)  are  Jeff 
Schmidt  &  Paul  Elliott  (standing  back);  Elliot 
Plotkin,  Judy  Barker,  Rita  Wehrenberg,  Graham 
Collins,  Stephen  Benka,  Gloria  Lubkin,  Warren 
Komberg,  Bert  Schwarzschild,  Barbara  Levi,  & 
Carol  Lucas  (center  row);  Charles  Harris 
(PT  Publisher),  Jean  Kumagai,  Irwin  Goodwin, 

&  Toni  Feder  (bottom  row).  At  right  is  one 
cover  treatment  created  by  Art  Director  Elliot 
Plotkin  as  a  possible  anniversary  issue 
cover.  (Continued  on  page  7)  / 


Twenty  Years  on  the  Job 


Linda  Ziella  of  Journal 
Production  I  (center  at 
left)  clutches  her  citation 
commemorating  her  20- 
year  AIP  anniversary  on 
21  May.  Director,  Human 
Resources  Theresa 
Braun  (L)  and  Journal 
Production  I  Division 
Manager  Doreene 
Berger  joined  all  of 
Linda's  co-workers  in 
wishing  her  well  at  a 
surprise  breakfast  in  her 
department. 
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Member  Societies: The  American  Physical  Society  .  Optical  Society  of  America  »  Acoustical  Society  of  America  .  The  Society  of  Rheology  •  American  / Association  ^ f ® 
American  Crystallographic  Association  •  American  Astronomical  Society  •  American  Association  of  Physicists  in  Medicine  •  American  Vacuum  ociety  •  p  y 

Other  Member  Organizations:  Sigma  Pi  Sigma  Physics  Honor  Society  •  Society  of  Physics  Students  •  Corporate  Associates 


From:  Rita  Wehrenberg 

To:  JSCHMIDT 

Date:  23  Sep  1998  (Wed)  9:23 

Subject:  Upcoming  Articles 

Good  Morning  Jeff: 

I  am  trying  to  get  an  idea  of  what  might  be  coming  my  way  in  the  next  few  weeks. 

What's  up  with  the  feature  article  pipeline?  Let  me  know  where  things  stand.  Talk  to 
you  later. 

Rita 
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Jeff  Schmidt 
rwehrenb 

23  Sep  1998  (Wed)  13:24 
Upcoming  Articles  -Reply 

Hi  Rita  -- 

Thanks  for  planning  ahead.  There  is  much  too  little  of  that  at  Physics  Today. 

In  fact,  because  of  the  lack  of  advance  work  on  the  part  of  PT  management,  the  answer 
to  your  question  is  that  there  is  very  little  near  the  end  of  the  feature  article 
pipeline.  I  would  like  to  edit  an  article  within  the  period  that  you  asked  about  (the 
next  few  weeks),  but  I  don't  have  one  to  work  on.  As  you  may  recall,  this  is  the 
predicament  that  I  have  found  myself  in  at  least  a  couple  of  times  each  year  for  at 
least  the  last  few  years.  They  pressure  me  to  edit  more  articles  per  year,  but  make 
it  impossible  to  do  so.  Anyway,  if  Benka  gives  me  an  article  to  edit,  I  will  let  you 
know  immediately  what  stage  it  is  at. 

Paul  is  promising  to  finish  the  copyediting  of  the  Vogel  article  by  Thursday  night 
this  week.  So  I  plan  to  come  in  Friday  morning  to  enter  the  changes  and  ask  Elliot  to 
make  up  first  pages.  I  might  need  your  help  if  Paul  wants  changes  in  equations  or 
something  like  that,  but  that  is  not  likely. 

See  you  soon, 

Jeff 
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6#  American  Association  of  Physics  Teachers 

Enhancing  the  understanding  and  appreciation  of  physics  through  teaching 

Meetings  and  Exhibits 

One  Physics  Ellipse 
College  Park,  MD  20740-3845 
phone:  301.209.3340 
fax:301-209.0845 
aapt-meet  @  aapt.org 

October  2003  www.aapt.org 

Jeff  Schmidt* 

Author  of  Disciplined  Minds 
3003  Van  Ness  St.N.W.  #W406 
Washington,  DC  20008 

Dear  Colleague: 

On  behalf  of  the  Programs  Committee  of  the  American  Association  of  Physics  Teachers  (AAPT),  I 
am  pieased  you  will  be  an  invited  speaker  at  the  i28tn  AAPT  National  Meeting  in  Miami,  i-'l, 

January  24-28,  2004. 

Invited  sessions  are  the  centerpieces  around  which  our  programs  are  organized  and  your 
participation  as  an  invited  speaker  is  greatly  appreciated.  Your  effort  enables  us  to  continue  to 
offer  outstanding  programs  at  our  meetings.  It  is  a  measure  of  the  esteem  in  which  our 
professional  colleagues  hold  your  work  that  you  have  been  invited. 

Your  invited  talk  is  scheduled  as  paper  DF01  on  Tuesday,  Jan.  27  at  1:30  p.m.  The  room  will  be 
equipped  with  a  computer  projector,  an  overhead  projector  and  screen,  but  no  computers  (you  will 
need  to  bring  your  own  laptop). 

For  the  first  time,  due  to  the  large  number  of  session  requests  and  papers  received,  paper 
sessions  have  needed  to  be  scheduled  in  Miami  on  both  evenings,  Monday  and  Tuesday.  None  of 
the  evening  sessions,  however,  are  scheduled  to  conflict  with  a  Monday  or  Tuesday  night  Area 
Committee  meeting  listed  as  sponsoring  the  session. 

I  offer  the  Association's  thanks  for  your  participation  as  an  invited  speaker  and  look  forward  to 
seeing  you  at  the  meeting. 


Sincerely, 


Richard  Peterson 
AAPT  Vice  President 
Program  Chair 
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Date:  Tue,  23  Jan  2001  19:38:43  -0500 
From:  “Marc  Brodsky”  <brodsky@aip.org> 

To:  <findolan@socrates.Berkeley.EDU> 

Subject:  Re:  Jeff  Schmidt 

Dear  Prof  Dolan, 

I  appreciate  the  thoughfulness  of  your  email.  I  must  say,  I  agree  most  with 
what  you  say  in  you  opening  paragraph. 

Unfortunately  employers  are  more  constrained  than  most  in  their  ability  to 
comment  about  an  individual  employee  and  any  reasons  for  termination.  For 
the  most  part  I  feel  that  is  good  because  it  protects  individual  privacy.  You 
will  have  to  deal  will  the  publicly  available  facts  and  deduce  your  own 
conclusions.  However,  I  believe  AIP  acted  after  careful  considerations  af 
many  facts  and  not  just  the  ones  you  cited. 

Sincerely, 

Marc  Brodsky 


“Frederick  M.  Dolan”  <fmdolan@socrates.Berkeley.EDU> 

1/22/01  11:38:37  PM 

To  Marc  Brodsky,  via  email 
Executive  Director 
American  Institute  of  Physics 
One  Physics  Ellipse 
College  Park,  Maryland  20740 

Dear  Dr.  Brodsky: 

I 

Ordinarily,  I  would  never  think  of  intervening  in  cases  involving 
hiring  and  firing  in  organizations  with  which  I  am  unfamiliar.  I  appreciate 
the  complexity  of  such  decisions  and  understand  that  they  can  be  difficult 
for  outsiders  to  understand. 

In  the  matter  of  Jeff  Schmidt’s  dismissal  from  his  position  at  Physics 
Today,  I  feel  that  I  must  protest.  I  have  known  Jeff  for  almost  25  years,  and 
know  him  to  be  a  man  whose  integrity  and  skill  are  simply  above  reproach. 
Whatever  suggestions  he  may  have  had  for  Physics  Today  were,  I  am 
certain,  well  worth  considering.  While  the  American  Institute  of  Physics 
may  not  appreciate  the  perspectives  he  brings  to  bear  on  its  operations,  you 
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surely  must  know  that  issues  such  as  diversity,  staff  participation,  and  the 
like,  are  not  going  to  go  away.  To  suggest  that  taking  some  time  on  one’s 
job  to  work  on  a  book  (if  that  is  indeed  what  Jeff  did)  is  a  firing  offense  is, 
to  put  it  crudely,  Neanderthal.  I  should  think,  on  the  contrary;  that  Physics 
Today  would  be  eager  to  take  credit  for  nurturing  the  author  of  an  excellent 
and  incisive  inquiry  into  the  state  of  the  discipline. 

The  concerns  Jeff  articulates  are  part  of  American  life;  they  are  here 
to  stay.  Firing  Jeff,  under  the  circumstances,  is  all  too  transparent  an  act, 
and  is  not  likely  to  wash,  anywhere,  with  anyone. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Frederick  M.  Dolan 


Professor  Frederick  M.  Dolan 
University  of  California  at  Berkeley 
7325  Dwindle  Hall 
Department  of  Rhetoric 
MC  2670 

Berkeley  CA  94720-2670 

telephone  510/642-3041 
Fax  510/642-8881 

email  findolan@socrates.berkeley.edu 
homepage  http://socrates.berkeley.edu/~findolan 


s  001233 


MONTH:  MARCH  (19? 


PHYSICS  TODAY 


LAY 

1ST 

PAGES 

2ND 

PAGES 

3RD 

PAGES 

VENTURA 

CHAPTER 

ADDITIONAL  CORRECTIONS 

OUT 

ON 

ON 

ON 

TO  PRINTER 

AND 

DONE 

VENTURA 

VENTURA 

VENTURA 

VIA  MODEM 

COMMENTS 

GaLDsT&v  T 


SVLLll/Ati 


BArtH 


SBSSLei^ 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS  .  1 1  ~ 


SCHEDULED  LAST  PACES  TO  PRINTER: 


MAP  COMPLETED  7°??  C( 


FIRST  BLUES  AT  PT 


COVER  TO  LANE 

LAST  BLUES  AT  PT  _3Za 3 


COVER  PROOF  OK'D 
ISSUES  AT  PT  A/h 


S  001241 


MONTH:  FEBRUARY  /<?<?? 


PHY5ICS  TOD HY 


NEW  PRODUCTS 


PHYSICS  UPDATE 


MEETING  PREVIEW  ( 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 


SCHEDULED  LAST  PACES  TO  PRINTER: 


MAP  COMPLETED  _  COVER  TO  LANE  1  / !  cK  COVER  PROOF  OK'D  /^/ 

FIRST  BLUES  AT  PT  '/% Q _ LAST  BLUES  AT  PT  ;/p  | _ ISSUES  AT  PT  tj_ J  /. 


S  001242 


PHY5ICS  TODAY 


MONTH:  JAKJUA^V 


.sC.ni.DL  LED  l -.ST  PAGES  TO  P.GM ER:  IrL/.ll  , 


MAP  COMPLETED 


COVER  TO  LANE  '^/s 


COVER  PROOF  OK' 


D  '«//? 


FIRST  BLUES  AT  PT  /  7 _ LAST  BLUES  AT  PT  'j/s 


ISSUES  AT  PT 


>  / 


S  001243 


PHYSICS  IDIRY 


month:  oeceMGefc  mi 


SCHEDULED  LAST  PACES  TO  PRINTER: 


ms 


MAP  COMPLETED 


>°/io 


COVER  TO  LANE 


,f//0 


COVER  PROOF  OK'D  Hfl% 
ISSUES  AT  PT  "/?.r 


FIRST  BLUES  AT  PT 


// 


'//? 


LAST  BLUES  AT  PT 


V/_r 


S  001244 


PHYSICS  TODAY 


tAom\:  NCveHQetZ.  W7 


FIRST  BLUES  AT  PT  ,6/Q3l _ LAST  BLUES  AT  PT 


COVER  PROOF  OK'D 
ISSUES  AT  PT  /Q/6^ 


S  001245 


MKJItJ  TODHY 


Specif  issue: 

ec ecTloK*  c  EA/TBAJ/V/h C_ 

MONTH:  0C7t>5£/t  /?97 


1ST 

LAY  PAGES 
OUT  ON 


2ND  3RD 

PAGES  PAGES 

ON  ON 


CHAPTER 
TO  PUNTER 


6lBsa 


wt-eR. 


COMMENTS 


tfs-t-4  <f // 


°GRL 

mmwi 

5  5" 

KLIK) 


An  pets  oki 


ia/tro 


DEPARTMENTS 


REFERENCE  FRAME  CHC*min) 


LETTERS 


SEARCH 


WASHINGTON  REPORTS 


PHYSICS  COMMUNITY 


£‘A  *///,  ?//*,  f 


CAC6AJ0  Ac¬ 


table  OF  CONTENTS  '  P 


SCHEDULED  LAST  PAGES  TO  PRINTER: 


MAP  completed  cover  to  lane  7 


FIRST  BLUES  AT  PT  7?  3 _ LAST  BLUES  AT  PT 

-*  pi  ic/ ^ 


COVER  PROOF  OK'D  y  23 


ISSUES  AT  PT  ff/g? 


S  001246 


PHYSICS  TODAY 


MONTH:  SePTet-t&eK  /9<? 


ARTICLES 


A I6ICKI 


FICBK 


iMA  L  K£A 


LAY 

1ST 

PAGES 

2ND 

PAGES 

OUT 

ON 

ON 

DONE 

VENTURA 

VENTURA 

VENTURA 

CHAPTER 

TOPflMTBT 


mm 


m 


LAY  PAGES  PAGES  PAGES 


DONE  I  VENTURA  I  VENTURA  VENTURA 


VENTURA 

CHAPTER 

TOPRMTER 


REFERENCE  FRAME 


LETTERS 


SEARCH 


WASHINGTON  REPORTS 


PHYSICS  COMMUNITY 


BOOKS 


WHT  &  OBITUARIES 


NEW  PRODUCTS 


PHYSICS  UPDATE 


MEETING  PREVIEW  CA VS 


CAREER  CHOICES 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS  •  t-  f 


SCHEDULED  LAST  PAGES  TO  PRINTER: 

MAP  COMPLETED  7/3  Q _ CC 

FIRST  BLUES  AT  PT  $  Uo  LA 


wsfMummmwim 

HiHiessi 


HIS HHI 


v/i  z 


UVc ,<VA. 


PHYSIC!  TODAY 


MONTH:-  A  VCUST  PfaTl.  /<?97 


ARTICLES 

1 

T 

0 

_EL 

LAY 

OUT 

DON^ 

1ST 

PAGES 

ON 

VENTURA 

2ND 

PAGES 

ON 

VENTURA 

3RD 

PAGES 

ON 

VENTURA 

VENTURA 

CHAPTER 

TO  PRINTER 

VIA  MODEM 

COMMENTS 

i  oSOU L6U 

JS 

6/so 

7? 

7N 

2  Sch-ut-TEN 

CD 

ilL 

ill 

1  oJEAUI-OZ 

*s 

1,0 

i,o 

Ik- 

In 

7/u 

DEPARTMENTS 

REFERENCE  FRAME 

LETTERS _ 

SEARCH _ 

WASHINGTON  REPORTS 
PHYSICS  COMMUNITY _ 

BOOKS _ 

WHT  &  OBITUARIES _ 

NEW  PRODUCTS _ 

PHYSICS  UPDATE 


^ \v 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS _ jCT| 

SCHEDULED  LAST  PAGES  TO  PRINTER: 


'io 

7a 

? 

7h 

10 

7 ho 

Ik>- 


wwm. 

I  ha 

r  r  \ 

7/ /5 

tm.  ^ 


MAP  COMPLETED 
FIRST  BLUES  AT  PT 


0  COVER  TO  LANE  7/ 3 

yaS  LAST  BLUES  AT  PT  7/a  h 


LAY 

OUT 

DONE 

1ST 

PAGES 

ON 

VENTURA 

2ND 

PAGES 

ON 

VENTURA 

3RD 

PAGES 

ON 

VENTURA 

VENTURA 

CHAPTER 

TOPMNTBI 

VUMOOEM 

£ 

% 

Ik _ 

Iln 

III 

X 

w 

7 hi 

7llb 

V(/6> 

7/o 

7lo 

7hi 

III 

7/ a 

% 

iK_ 

I* 

7k 

tV/sJ 

IIS. 

HJl 

7//A 


COMMENTS 


sag 


COVER  PROOF  OK'D  7 (  /  / 
ISSUES  AT  PT  775? 


S  001248 


MONTH:  jw.Y  m7 


PHY5IC5  I0IIY 


ARTICLES 


LAY 

OUT 

[PONE 


1ST 

PAGES 

ON 

VENTURA 


3 


2ND 

PAGES 

ON 

VENTURA 


3RD 

PAGES 

ON 

VENTURA 


vimjRA 
CHAPTER 
TO  PRINTER 
VIA  HOOEW 


COMMENTS 


ha  ms 


j*  \fm 


a  i 


54: 


W 


y?L 


•_£AR1£GA£AL 


£A  IZ  §M 


Vs- 


£/? 


th 


6C 


S4 


6//a 


IK 


CALes/DAR 


2 


£i 


tiSC^  ^4 


DEPARTMENTS 


LAY 
OUT 
I  DONE 


1ST 

PAGES 

ON 

VENTURA 


2ND 

PAGES 

ON 

VENTURA 


3RD 

PAGES 

ON 

VENTURA 


VENTURA 
CHAPTER 
TO  PRINTER 
VIA  MODEM 


COMMENTS 


SCHEDULED  LAST  PACES  TO  PRINTER; 

MAP  COMPLETED  S / ^  COVER  TO  LANE 


COVER  PROOF  OK' 


D  6/S( 


FIRST  BLUES  AT  PT 


^Jj± 


LAST  BLUES  AT  PT 


ISSUES  AT  PT 


6/oI5- 


S  001249 


seed**-  /ssc/€; 

/LfltOtoAmuG  ujAstc 


PHYSICS  TODAY 


MONTH:  JUAJS 


iekei 


1ST 

2ND 

3RD 

VENTURA 

PAGES 

PAGES 

PAGES 

CHAPTER 

ON 

ON 

ON 

TOPRNTER 

VENTURA 

VENTURA 

VENTURA 

VU  MODEM 

-A  He  AZJOB 


°Mt  CoMBIC 


»  KAsreA/fee/gg 
o  c£ou>Ley 
°  A lORTH 


o  /\j~rRo 


*  %  K4 


V? 


Bs  \*h 


s/\  s/t> 


m 

letam 

LAY 

OUT 

DONE 

1ST 

PAGES 

ON 

VENTURA 

2ND 

PAGES 

ON 

VENTURA 

3RD 

PAGES 

ON 

VENTURA 

VENTURA 

CHAPTER 

TOPRMTER 

VU  MODEM 

i ? 3  3  s  v  s Jfearij^r 


■•yUi 


LETTERS 


•  SEARCH 


WASHINGTON  REPORTS 


PHYSICS  COMMUNITY 


*7/Y  IV/5- 


a 


9\sh  I -V/a 


esi^/hi 


IE/£1| 


*  1 S' i 


**•  y  ^ 


BOOKS 


WHT  &  OBITUARIES 


NEW  PRODUCTS 


PHYSICS  UPDATE 


fSSMM 

fsmm 


3  l-v/y 


Hawaii 


COMMENTS 


COMMENTS 


S  001250 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 


■A£Ih‘-s/h  W~3 


*frS 


SCHEDULED  LAST  PAGES  TO  PRINTER: 

MAP  COMPLETED  ^3?  CC 

FIRST  BLUES  AT  PT  S/a  0  LA 


COVER  TO  LANE  5 / ^ 


LAST  BLUES  AT  PT 


COVER  PROOF  OK'D  -5/30 
ISSUES  AT  PT  S/SoC^Jj,- 


MONTH:  M  A V  1*197 


PHYSICS  TODDY 


FIRST  BLUES  AT  PT 


COVER  TO  LANE  V 


LAST  BLUES  AT  PT  V 


COVER  PROOF  OK'D 


ISSUES  AT  PT  47^5* 


S  001251 


MONTH:  AP^,L 


PHY5IC5  lOOliy 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS  M 


SCHEDULED  LAST  PACES  TO  PRINTER: 


MAP  COMPLETED  <3/«3fe 


FIRST  BLUES  AT  PT 


COVER  TO  LANE  i/tf 
LAST  BLUES  AT  PT  3  /, 


COVER  PROOF  OK'D 
ISSUES  AT  PT 


S  001252 


PHYSICS  TODAY 


MONTH:  MARCH  /  997 


LAY 

1ST 

PAGES 

2ND 

PAGES 

3RD 

PAGES 

VENTURA 

CHAPTER 

OUT 

ON 

ON 

ON 

TO  PRINTER 

COMMENTS 

DONE 

VENTURA 

VENTURA 

VENTURA 

VIA  MODEM 

REFERENCE  FRAME 


LETTERS  _ 


SEARCH  _ 


WASHINGTON  REPORTS 


PHYSICS  COMMUNITY 


OPINION 


BOOKS 


WHT  &  OBITUARIES 


NEW  PRODUCTS 


PHYSICS  UPDATE 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 


SCHEDULED  LAST  PAGES  TO  PRINTER: 

MAP  COMPLETED  V^O _ COVER  TO  LANE  *3/ // 

FIRST  BLUES  AT  PT  LAST  BLUES  AT  PT  3AI 


COVER  PROOF  OK'D 
ISSUES  AT  PT 


S  001253 


ID 

<S 

O 

O 

CD 


i  QJ  QJ  **-< 

22  jc  cj  ° 
»  <  Z  |  o 

111 

■r:  ^  <d  5  .5 

5-1  -  tdD  /1 

M  2  2fU  « 
<U  O  3  13 

33  «  M  £  — 

•2  co  -  «  co 

— <  gj  QJ  £  •’-< 

CJ  c2  c  JS  ° 

o  o«2 

^  o  < 

W 

^JbC  CO  fcT 

C  .ti  u  D  W 
O  w  ca  0) 

S  S  S  £  o 

.£  T3  «  CO 
*55  c  c  ^  4-j 

o  3  «  3 

a  o  '-  "  ° 

«  &  «  CO  .* 

5  S  o 

•r;  co  r~  > 


03  •  CC  U 

X  >>  03  CO 

^  O  >  o 

a.23  S 

-0  5  *3  -ec 

-a  o  jd  _ 

03  u,  68 

.O  CD  CO  3 
*3  ^  T3 


CD  O 


CD  c 

-  CO  £  _| 

g  .2  -ts  o 

n  g>E  w 

JS-I  §13 

co  oj  o  -*-» 
c  -n  °  ° 
g  i2  a) 

.2  — .  CD  *J3 

cc  CD  X  -g 

«  (JL  3 

*£  ?3  ^  « 
P  *3  w 

*-1  0  U  5 
a  a  cd  < 


•O  O  co 

CD  **-*  CJ 

§»5 
£  a-1 
is  sa 

.2  £2 

E  IS  - 

(D  O 

C/3 

J§2£ 

s-  p  u 

03  X  03 

C3  > 

«  ^*5 
=  S  ^ 
§>  g  g  5 
*S  o  £  ? 

£  0 .5*2 

CO  r  S  O 


O  C/3  C/3 

3  3 

<D 

ii  i 

5  u 


.2  *3 


- 

CD 
> 
O 

2  3  P 

cd  X  u 

c/3  g  TD 


cc  CD  3 

g  00  o 

cd  u 

a*  «  « 

pX  (D 

=  =•- 

<2  |  E 

•=*  § 
cc 

CD 

c 

u 

(D 

<£ 


O 
cU 
O  cc 

II 


£5  3  5 

cc  -a  < 


C/3 

(D  • 

«  S?  3 

<D  ^  X 

g  £  cc 

c  .3  3 

03  t-  •«— s 
C  3-  03 

°  X 

CD  ^.2 

£  £  i 

?|£* 

•5b-  ® 

•3  3 

03  cc  ^ 

£^<2 
O  CD 
S  SP  CD 

0.5-° 
cd  g  -a 

►  2  □ 
o 

o  CD  >. 

•nD  ? 


S-  03  X 

*5  £  £ 
5  o 
£  g  e 
o  «  55 


•at  a 

CD 

g  -  3 
3  C  U 
c/3  q  o 
CC  .3  c 
CD  CC  ■£ 


A  CD  0)  O 

B^Q." 

a"3  S  jb 

*-  3t  .® 
a  o: 

3  w  .  .b 


cc 


CD, 


03  4^ 

g  O 
£  X 

03  0)  CD 

3 

o  g- 
>>  O 


ccd  g 

c  CO  3 

o  w  ^ 

X  03 

cd  x  .2 
*-  .  C 
o  *  . 

&*£  2 


CD 
> 
CD 

g  E^ 

-§2 
f  03  3 
-  03  O 

*  £ 


03  03 

§1 

o  — 


&C-3 

>  w  3  3 

>  03  o  O 
O  u 

a -33  X)  o3 


3 

o 

^5 

CD 

03 

a 

cc 


„r  cc  c 

2  CD  o 

CX  g  X 

C  3  CD 

3  o)  — * 
CD  ^3  O 
X  .3  O 
03  3  W 

u  “4g 

o  ^ 

^  M  o 

"X-2 
CX^  CD 

•3  J 


cc  cc 
03  .g 
-g  X 
O  ? 

£  H 
t  0) 
gD  03  X 

O  ^  W 


>  XX 

c 

3 


03  bL 

J3  03  0  03  C 

x  >.2  *g  *n 

ac  «  3 

'  C  3  &  13 
0  •« 


o. 


CD 


CD  <5 


J=  .  . 

S.^-i 

O  cc 

‘g  03  03 

Jg  >  X 

Sex 

3  QC 


03 
3 
M  03 


~  a)  X 

E8  x  x 

4— I  4-> 


Z  E-5 
2P*-  > 

*E  cc 

03  £  03 
-X 

-  03.5 
o  c  2 
«  CD  U 
o  CX  03 

a  o  o 
13  U*3 

5 .5  S 


03 

-3 

^3 

"u 

3 


cc  O 


tUD 
W  T3  S 
3  ‘ 


3  >  t:  s  £  s 


ex'.  2 


3 

03 

3 

3 

o 

o 

O  -3 

?.2 

^  X 

*cc 


e  u 

u  5  00 

cc  j3  cc 

■  U-4  03  <*-* 


2  tOcw.r  ^ 

O  —  03  2  *-  03 

0,3  £  £  rn  -= 

|«H<  « 

03  T3  ^  O 

.  ^  O  03  cc  O 

2  *2  5-  x  ox 

E  ^  w  *3  CD 

3  X  *«  >* 

3  O  g  >>-C  c 

X  DO  £  X  CL,  O 


CC  03  T3  1 
tS  O  2  o 

X  c  5  03 

•-is 

O  3 

c  OT  2  c 
S  *«  « 
3  E  |b 

X  ^  E  o 
HiSot 
g  CUV  tJ 
f  a  »  jj 
.Jd-  §“ 

03  f-<  ^  X  O 

E  o  0  g  <u 
•3  ex  03 .2  ti 
r  u  03-2 

Cm  3u 

3  Z  .tS  cx'X 

a|  i<  s 

i®  i 

O  U  CD  - 


03  03  1  *2 

L  r  CD 

O  £  u  X 

Q  .2  — 

3  s_,  cc 

C^  -O  M  03 
.3^  •*3 

^  _,  •2  be 
—  X  o  L 

s 

«‘".2  o 
«  S  c-a 

W  5  .3  1) 

03  w  33  g 
03  X  03 
c  12  cc 
X  ‘3  cc  cc 
CD  E  03  x 

C*C  Q.-S 

U  >v 

•3  X?  >  03 
g  03  ^  3 

P  Jai  .g  X 


X  ^  3  .3  P 
o  u  o  o  ^ 

g  § 0  a“ 

|  S  •■§  £  ^ 

£  E  o03  2 
o  -P  o)  r 
n  S  r><  «  > 
o  aa  ^  •£ 

VD.^  .  3 


S  001255 


Clayton  Daniel  Mote,  Jr. 

President 

University  of  Maryland 

Main  Administration  Building,  Room  1101 

College  Park,  MD  20742 

Dear  Dr.  Mote: 

We  were  dismayed  to  learn  that  a  fellow  member  of  the  University  of 
Maryland  community  lost  his  job,  and  along  with  it  his  library  privileges  at  the 
university,  because  he  wrote  a  provocative  book.  We  are  writing  in  support  of 
his  request  that  you  restore  his  Jibrary  privileges,  the  loss  of  which  would  set  a 
dangerous  precedent  if  allowed  to  stand. 

Jeff  Schmidt  worked  for  a  university  affiliate,  the  American  Institute 
of  Physics,  as  a  staff  editor  at  Physics  Today  magazine  —  until  his  book 
Disciplined  Minds  (Rowman  &  Littlefield,  2000)  was  published  and  he  was 
dismissed.  (Please  see  his  accompanying  letter  for  details.)  As  you  know,  the 
university  provides  part  of  the  benefits  package  received  by  employees  of  its 
affiliates.  Among  other  things,  affiliate  employees  receive  University  of 
Maryland  photo  identification  cards,  which  entitle  them  to  general  faculty- 
level  university  privileges  such  as  library  use,  Internet  access,  campus 
bookstore  and  cultural-event  discounts,  and  other  benefits. 

The  university  expends  state  funds  to  support  its  affiliate  organizations 
in  this  way,  and  so  it  must  hold  those  organizations  to  certain  standards.  The 
university  should  not  subsidize  organizations  that  treat  members  of  the 
university  community  in  ways  that  violate  basic  principles  of  that  community, 
such  as  freedom  of  expression.  Furthermore,  writing  a  book  while  meeting 
one’s  job  requirements  is  well-established  as  a  legitimate  activity  within  the 
university  community,  and  the  university  should  not  participate  in  any  effort 
that  discourages  it. 

We  therefore  join  Jeff  Schmidt  in  asking  that  you  restore  his  library 
and  other  university  privileges.  We  would  be  happy  to  assist  in  any 
investigation  you  deem  necessary. 

Sincerely, 

Judith  P.  Hallett,  Department  of  Classics,  and 
Rose-Marie  Oster,  Department  of  Germanic  Studies, 

for  the  University  of  Maryland,  College  Park,  chapter  of  the 
American  Association  of  University  Professors 

James  J.  Griffin,  Department  of  Physics 

Thomas  D.  Cohen,  Department  of  Physics 

Joseph  Auslander,  Department  of  Mathematics 

John  J.  Benedetto,  Department  of  Mathematics 

Raymond  L.  Johnson,  Department  of  Mathematics 

Steven  J.  Klees,  Department  of  Education  Policy  and  Leadership 
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Jeff  Schmidt  3003  Van  Ness  Street  NW  #W406  Washington,  DC  20008 
202-537-3645  jeflschmidt@alumni.uci.edu 


19  April  2001  . 

Clayton  Daniel  Mote,  Jr. 

President 

University  of  Maryland 

Main  Administration  Building,  Room  1101 

College  Park,  MD  20742 

Dear  Dr.  Mote: 

I  lost  my  library  privileges  at  the  University  of  Maryland  recently,  when  my 
strongly  pro-labor  book  was  published.  I  am  writing  to  ask  you  to  reverse  this 
injustice. 

The  university  had  given  me  library  privileges  because  I  worked  for  a 
university  affiliate,  the  American  Institute  of  Physics,  which  publishes  Physics  Today 
magazine.  I  was  a  staff  editor  at  Physics  Today  for  19  years  —  until  the  Institute  saw 
my  book  and  summarily  fired  me.  Disciplined  Minds:  A  Critical  Look  at  Salaried 
Professionals  and  the  Soul-Battering  System  that  Shapes  Their  Lives  (Rowman  & 
Littlefield,  2000)  is  about  the  political  nature  of  professional  work  and  graduate 
education,  and  the  need  for  professionals  and  graduate  students  to  organize.  I  did  a 
significant  part  of  the  research  for  it  at  McKeldin  Library  on  the  College  Park 
campus. 

The  State  of  Maryland  Department  of  Labor  conducted  a  detailed 
investigation  into  my  dismissal,  prompted  by  my  request  for  unemployment  benefits 
despite  being  fired  “for  cause.”  The  Department  held  a  hearing,  at  which  the 
Institute  claimed  that  it  fired  me  because  it  learned  from  my  book  that  I  had  done 
some  of  the  writing  in  my  office.  I  contended  that  the  Institute  dismissed  me  because 
it  didn’t  like  my  advocacy  and  workplace  activism.  After  the  hearing,  the  state 
issued  its  determination,  rejecting  the  Institute’s  charge  that  my  work  on  the  book  at 
the  office  constituted  misconduct  and  awarding  me  full  unemployment  benefits.  The 
Institute  did  not  appeal. 

The  speech  and  action  that  led  to  my  dismissal  is  consistent  with  university 
principles.  I  worked  with  other  Physics  Today  staff  members  to  improve  working 
conditions,  increase  staff  participation  in  decision-making,  and  broaden  the  narrow 
range  of  viewpoints  allowed  in  the  magazine.  Most  contentious  was  our  effort  to  get 
the  magazine  to  live  up  to  its  claim  of  being  an  affirmative-action  employer.  (We 
watched  in  dismay  as  years  of  hiring  and  training  only  whites  as  editors  left  Physics 
Today  with  an  all-white  staff  of  16  professionals,  and  a  non- white  secretarial  staff  of 
3.)  Throughout  my  19-year  tenure,  the  Institute  invariably  rated  me  as  meeting  or 
exceeding  its  job  requirements.  In  essence,  I  was  fired  for  political  misconduct,  and 
the  university  should  not  participate  in  punishing  me  for  this  legitimate  expression 
and  political  activity.  Therefore,  I  ask  that  you  restore  my  university  benefits. 

The  University  of  Maryland  allows  the  American  Institute  of  Physics  to  use 
the  university  name  in  its  recruiting.  Thus,  ALP  induces  individuals  to  relocate  here 
—  as  I  did  when  AIP  moved  from  New  York  to  College  Park  in  1993  —  in  part  by 
promising  them  membership  in  the  university  community.  Because  the  university 
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encourages  this  practice,  I  believe  you  are  obliged  to  ensure  that  those  who  are 
recruited  in  this  way  are  actually  permitted  to  act  like  members  of  the  university 
community.  Writing  a  book  while  meeting  one’s  job  requirements  is  an  activity  that 
has  long  been  seen  as  legitimate  within  the  university  community.  I  . think  the 
university  community,  in  which  individuals  have  on  occasion  been  criticized  for  not 
writing  books,  would  find  it  clearly  out  of  line  for  the  university  to  participate  in 
punishing  me  for  writing  a  book. 

Although  I  think  the  state  investigation  was  thorough  and  sufficient,  I  would 
be  happy  to  cooperate  fully  if  you  wish  to  conduct  your  own  investigation  into  the 
behavior  of  your  affiliate  —  for  example,  by  appointing  an  impartial  faculty 
committee.  However,  I  ask  that  as  a  state  institution  you  follow  the  state  finding  and 
restore  my  library  privileges  and  other  university  benefits  now,  pending  the 
completion  of  any  such  investigation. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this  important  matter. 

Sincerely, 
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UNIVERSITY  OF 

MARYLAND 

UNIVERSITY  SENATE 

February  3,  2004 

TO:  Senate  Executive  Committee 


1100  Mane  Mount  Hall 

College  Park,  Maryland  20742-7541 

301.405.5805  TEL  301.405.5749  FAX 

http://www.inform.umd.edu/Campuslnfo/Senat 


FROM:  Joseph  Auslander 

Professor  Emeritus,  Department  of  Mathematics 

Mark  Leone 

Professor,  Department  of  Anthropology 
SUBJECT:  Freedom  of  Speech 


We  ask  the  Senate  Executive  Committee  to  place  an  item  on  the  agenda  of  the  next 
Senate  meeting  concerning  a  violation  of  freedom  of  speech.  It  regards  the  dismissal  of  a 
university  affiliate  staff  member,  Dr.  Jeff  Schmidt. 

Dr.  Schmidt  was  a  staff  editor  of  "Physics  Today"  published  by  the  American  Institute  of 
Physics,  which  is  a  university  affiliate.  He  was  fired  for  workplace  activism,  including 
the  writing  of  a  critical  book.  As  a  result  he  lost  his  library  and  other  university 
privileges. 

We  propose  the  following  resolution: 

The  University  Senate  is  dismayed  to  learn  that  a  university  affiliate,  the  American 
Institute  of  Physics,  dismissed  a  staff  member,  Dr.  Jeff  Schmidt,  after  discovering  that  he 
did  some  critical  writing  at  work.  The  Senate  calls  upon  the  University  to: 

-Reaffirm  that  freedom  of  expression  is  a  defining  feature  of  the  university  community 
and  that  free  expression  must  be  allowed  throughout  this  community 

-Make  public  its  affiliation  agreement  with  the  American  Center  for  Physics 

-Appoint  an  impartial  committee  of  faculty  members  to  investigate  the  action  of  the 
American  Institute  of  Physics  in  this  matter 

-Restore  Schmidt's  university  privileges,  so  as  not  to  participate  in  punishing  him  for  his 
advocacy,  pending  the  outcome  of  the  investigation. 
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A  letter  in  support  of  the  restoration  of  his  privileges  was  signed  by  eight  faculty 
members:  John  Benedetto,  Joseph  Auslander,  Raymond  Johnson,  Thomas  Cohen,  James 
Griffin,  Steven  Klees,  Judith  Hallett,  and  Rose-Marie  Oster. 

In  addition,  there  was  a  report  of  a  committee  of  the  Institute  of  Electrical  and  Electronic 
Engineers  (IEEE)  which  substantiated  the  unfairness  of  Schmidt's  dismissal.  One  of  the 
signers  of  this  report  is  Professor  Victor  Granatstein  of  the  University's  Electrical 
Engineering  Department. 
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PHYSICS  TODAY 


MEMO. 


TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


Jeff  Schmidt 
Steve  Benka 
Part-time  status 


DATE:  14  September  1999 
CC:  James  Stith,  Terri  Braun 


You  have  requested  a  change  in  employment  status  from  full-time  to  part-time.  In  your 
part-time  capacity,  you  would  perform  two-thirds  of  your  workload  for  Physics  Today. 
You  would  complete  12  rather  than  18  articles  per  year  and  be  paid  two-thirds  of  your 
full-time  salary.  Per  AIP’s  HR  policies,  as  a  regular  part-time  employee  working  at  least 
25  hours  per  week,  you  will  keep  all  of  your  employee  benefits. 

This  arrangement  is  subject  to  periodic  review;  your  status  can  be  changed  back  to  full¬ 
time,  should  management  determine  that  your  part-time  status  has  an  adverse  impact  on 
the  magazine. 

Your  part-time  status  is  effective  as  of  20  September  1999. 


pproved: 


18:24 


From:  Stephen  Benka 

To:  ALL-PT 

Date:  17  Nov  1996  (Sun) 

Subject:  Job  Security 

TO:  All  PT  Staff 
FROM:  Steve  Benka 

SUBJECT:  Job  Security 

Item  number  1  on  the  anonymous  agenda  expresses  concern  about  speaking  one's  mind. 

Nobody's  job  will  be  jeopardized  by  speaking  freely  and  airing  their  views  on  matters 
pertinent  to  the  magazine.  I  actively  encourage  the  expression  of  views  that  may 
differ  from  my  own.  It  is  by  pooling  all  of  our  individual  experience,  all  of  our 
individual  creativity,  all  of  our  individual  ideas  and  resources  that  we  can  get  to 
the  root  causes  of  our  concerns,  and  find  solutions.  Freedom  to  talk  to  each  other 
about  them  is  essential.  I  caution  us  all,  however,  to  focus  our  energies  and 

discussions  on  the  issues  -  not  on  the  personalities  involved.  Certainly  personal 

attacks  are  not  productive. 

I . repeat.  The  retreat,  and  Physics  Today  in  general,  is  a  'safe'  place  for  such 
discussions . 

There  are,  however,  no  guarantees  of  lifetime  employment  at  AIP  for  any  of  us,  from 
the  Publisher  on  down  (and  up) .  We  all  have  jobs  to  do,  and  we  must  do  them  well. 
Basing  job  security  on  job  performance  is  sound.  That  won't  change. 
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PHYSICS  IODRYmemo 


TO:  Jeff  Schmidt 

FROM:  Steve  Benka 

SUBJECT:  Part-time  status 


DATE:  14  September  1999 
CC:  James  Stith,  Terri  Braun 


You  have  requested  a  change  in  employment  status  from  full-time  to  part-time.  In  your 
part-time  capacity,  you  would  perform  two-thirds  of  your  workload  for  Physics  Today. 
You  would  complete  12  rather  than  1 8  articles  per  year  and  be  paid  two-thirds  of  your 
full-time  salary.  Per  AIP’s  HR  policies,  as  a  regular  part-time  employee  working  at  least 
25  hours  per  week,  you  will  keep  all  of  your  employee  benefits. 

This  arrangement  is  subject  to  periodic  review;  it  can  be  rescinded,  should  management 
determine  that  your  part-time  status  has  an  adverse  impact  on  the  magazine. 

Your  part-time  status  is  effective  as  of  20  September  1999. 


Approved: 


J.  Stith 
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HUMAN  RIGHTS  COMMITTEE 

of  the 

PLASMA  SCIENCE  AND  APPLICATIONS  COMMITTEE 

of  the 

INSTITUTE  OF  ELECTRICAL  AND  ELECTRONICS  ENGINEERS 


Co-Chairman: 

Dr.  Wallace  Manheimer 
Code  6707 

Naval  Research  Laboratory 
Washington,  DC  20375 


Co-Chairman: 

Prof.  Victor  Granatstein 
Department  of  Electrical 
and  Computer  Engineering 
University  of  Maryland 
College  Park,  MD  20742 


Report  of  the  human  rights  committee,  ICOPS  Banff,  May  2002 

Last  October’s  human  rights  report  (A)  mentioned  the  firing  of  Jeff  Schmidt,  an  editor  at 
Physics  Today.  Many  people  thought  he  was  fired  for  the  politics  he  expressed  in  a  book 
he  wrote  Disciplined  Minds,  a  book  which  claims  professional  are  regimented  to  toe  the 
‘company  line’  in  various  ways.  Many  hundreds  of  individual  scientists  wrote  to  Physics 
Today  to  protest.  These  are  documented  on  a  web  site  http://disciplined-minds.com.  We 
wrote  to  Marc  Brodsky  of  AIP  to  request  more  information  (B),  and  his  response  (C)  is 
enclosed.  He  claimed  that  Schmidt  was  fired  for  using  AIP  time  for  private  purposes  (ie 
free  lance  writing).  Our  initial  impulse  was  to  think  in  terms  of  some  sort  of  compromise 
between  Schmidt  and  AIP,  and  we  gently  suggested  this  by  sending  each  of  them  our 
report.  At  the  time  we  also  thought  the  matter  would  be  resolved  by  the  courts. 

A  few  months  ago,  we  got  a  letter  from  Schmidt,  we  have  had  several  others  since  then. 
Among  other  things  he  told  us  the  dispute  was  not  being  resolved  in  the  courts.  Also  he 
told  us  he  would  still  be  willing  to  reach  a  compromise  with  AIP  and  that  he  has  been 
unable  to  gain  other  employment,  largely  due  to  the  way  he  left  AIP,  ie  no  credible 
reason,  no  recommendation.  Also  he  mentioned  that  his  savings  were  largely  depleted. 
We  decided  to  investigate  further. 

His  web  site  makes  several  rather  shocking  allegations,  among  them: 

1 .  Schmidt  was  given  a  gag  order  and  told  not  to  talk  critically  about  AIP. 

2.  He  was  told  that  private  conversations  of  any  kind  were  not  permitted  in  the  work 
place. 

3.  He  was  fired  despite  being  given  many  good  ratings,  promotions  and  salary  increases 
during  a  19  year  career. 

4.  The  excuse  given  for  firing  him  was  fraudulent  in  that  many  other  AIP  employees 
were  allowed  to,  and  in  fact,  even  encouraged  to  do  extracurricular  work  of  a 
scholarly  nature  as  long  as  their  AIP  deadlines  were  met. 

5.  He  had  gotten  in  trouble  at  AIP  for  pushing  for  more  diversity  in  the  workplace. 

6.  After  being  fired  he  applied  for  unemployment  benefits  from  the  Maryland 
Department  of  Labor.  AIP  tried  to  prevent  him  from  collecting,  but  when  it  came 
time  to  make  its  case  against  him,  did  not  show  up  to  do  so. 

If  true,  these  statements  would  be  a  sweeping  condemnation  of  employment  practices  at 
AIP,  an  organization  we  all  feel  we  are  part  of  in  some  way. 
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To  further  examine  this,  we  contacted  3  former  employees  who  were  familiar  with  the 
situation,  William  Sweet,  Paul  Elliott,  and  Jean  Kumagai.  Sweet’s  and  Kumagai’s  letters 
are  included  (D  and  E).  Elliott  sent  a  very  long  statement  which  we  summarize  here  (F). 
They  all  confirm  these  allegations  (except  for  6  which  we  were  unable  to  verify).  In  fact, 
if  anything  the  situation  was  worse  than  described  on  the  web  site.  Once  we  had  these, 
we  wrote  once  more  to  Marc  Brodsky.  Our  letter  is  included  (G).  So  far  he  has  not 
responded,  even  though  it  took  him  only  a  day  to  respond  to  our  first  letter. 

Our  take:  It  is  possible  that  Schmidt  was  fired  for  the  politics  expressed  in  the  book. 
Many  physicists  believe  this  and  have  made  their  concerns  known  to  AIP.  It  is  also 
possible,  and  in  fact  seems  more  likely  to  us,  that  he  was  singled  out  for  his  efforts  to 
bring  more  diversity  to  the  workplace  and  for  other  instances  of  workplace  activism. 
Then,  despite  a  long  and  productive  career  there,  AEP  subjected  him  to  a  two  year  long 
smear  campaign  designed  to  damage  his  standing  and  reputation  there.  It  then  found  a 
totally  bogus  reason  to  fire  him  without  giving  him  the  benefit  of  honest  evaluation  or  an 
opportunity  to  defend  or  explain  himself.  What  is  not  possible  is  that  Schmidt  was  fired 
for  the  reason  stated  by  AIP. 

We  feel  that  this  is  inexcusable  and  an  appropriate  area  of  concern  for  our  committee. 
This  is  especially  true  where  it  is  in  a  sense  a  matter  internal  to  our  own  community.  We 
feel  it  is  vital  that  AIP  and  other  APS  and  IEEE  organizations  treat  their  employees 
according  to  the  highest  standards,  not  like  galley  slaves.  Accordingly  we  ask  ExCom  to 
pass  the  following  resolution: 


RESOLVED 

The  Plasma  Science  and  Applications  Committee  of  the  IEEE 
deplores  the  firing  of  Jeff  Schmidt  by  AIP.  An  investigation  by 
our  Human  Rights  Committee  has  convinced  us  that  his 
termination  was  improper  and  should  be  reversed.  We  urge  AIP  to 
rehire  Schmidt,  openly  welcome  him  back,  cease  all  harassment  of 
him,  and  give  him  back  pay  for  the  period  of  his  forced 
unemployment 
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William  Sweet,  03:57  PM  3/12/02  -0500,  Re:  Disciplined  minds 
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X-Sender:  wsweet @ shogun.ieee.org 

Date:  Tue,  12  Mar  2002  15:57:23  -0500 

To:  Wally  Manheimer  <manheime@ccs.nrl.navy.mil> 

From:  William  Sweet  <w.sweet@ieee.org> 

Subject:  Re:  Disciplined  minds 

Dear  Mr.  Manheimer, 

I  cannot  comment  directly  on  the  circumstances  of  Jeff  Schmidt's  dismissal,  since  I  left  the 
magazine  many  years  before  it  occurred.  During  the  eight  years  I  worked  as  a  colleague  of 
Jeff's  a  Physics  Today,  I  knew  him  to  be  a  conscientious,  competent,  and  consistently  hard¬ 
working  employee  of  the  magazine  who  always  got  done  what  he  was  expected  to  get  done 
on  time  and  well. 

Regarding  the  question  of  working  on  office  time,  it  was  my  own  experience  at  Physics 
Today  that  one  was  permitted  to  do  freelance  work  or  pursue  personal  projects,  as  long  as 
they  did  not  interfere  with  or  detract  from  one's  responsibilities  to  the  magazine.  I  did  a 
great  deal  of  freelance  work  openly,  much  of  it  appearing  in  publications  read  regularly  by 
Physics  Today  staff. 

My  impression  is  that  in  journalism  and  publishing  generally,  it  is  taken  for  granted  that 
staff--and  especially  younger  staff-will  do  freelance  work  or  work  on  scholarly  projects, 
partly  to  further  their  careers,  partly  just  for  the  money,  and  partly  for  the  joy  of  it.  It  is  not 
uncommon,  indeed,  for  organizations  to  positively  encourage  such  work. 

For  that  reason  alone,  I  strongly  suspect  that  the  stated  reasons  for  Jeff's  dismissal  were 
spurious.  As  stated  at  the  outset,  however,  I  am  not  in  position  to  speculate  about  what  the 
real  reasons  might  have  been. 

Sincerely, 

Bill  Sweet 


Dear  Mr.  Sweet: 

I  am  the  co-chair  of  the  human  rights  committee  of  IEEE  Plasma  Science  and 
Applications  Committee.  Recently  the  firing  of  Jeff  Schmidt  over  his  book  Disciplined 
Minds  has  come  to  our  attention  and  we  are  looking  into  it.  Jeff  has  said  we  could  contact 
you.  For  our  report  (to  be  delivered  to  our  executive  committee  in  the  ICOPS  meeting  in 
Banff,  May  24)  we  would  like  to  get  the  impressions  of  other  coworkers  and  former 
coworkers  at  AIP.  If  you  could  give  us  your  impressions  of  what  transpired  that  would  be 
very  helpful  to  us.  Particularly  Jeff  said  that  you  could  describe  your  own  experience  in 
doing  free  lance  work  while  you  were  employed  at  APS.  I  would  appreciate  if  you  would 
give  me  your  take  in  a  return  email,  especially  on  the  items  I  mentioned.  I  will  be  away  for 
a  week  and  a  half  or  so,  but  hopefully  you  can  get  back  to  me.  I  may  also  give  you  a  call 
when  I  get  back. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this.  s  001266 
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X-Sender:  jak.interport@pop.rcn.com 
Date:  Sun,  21  Apr  2002  18:45:42  -0400 
To:  manheime@ccf.nrl.navy.mil 
From:  Jean  Kumagai  <jak.interport@rcn.com> 

Subject:  more  about  Jeff  Schmidt 

Dear  Wally, 

Thanks  so  much  for  giving  me  the  opportunity  to  help  your  human  rights  committee  do 
something  on  behalf  of  Jeff  Schmidt  and  free  expression  within  the  science  community.  In 
my  previous  message,  I  gave  brief  answers  to  your  questions  about  Jeff's  promotions  and 
pay  raises  and  about  the  gag  orders  at  Physics  Today.  Below  I've  provided  greater  detail  on 
these  two  issues.  I  hope  you  find  this  useful  for  your  investigation.  Please  let  me  know  if  I 
can  be  of  further  assistance. 

All  best, 

Jean 


I  was  a  member  of  the  Physics  Today  editorial  staff  for  ten  years,  leaving  just  six  months 
before  Jeff  was  fired.  As  is  the  case  in  many  workplaces,  he  and  I  and  other  staff  members 
routinely  discussed  our  interactions  with  management,  including  performance  reviews,  pay 
raises,  editorial  disputes,  and  so  on.  That's  how  I  know  that  AIP  always  gave  Jeff  job- 
performance  ratings  of  "meets  job  requirements"  or  "exceeds  job  requirements."  (One  year, 
management  lowered  his  rating  from  “exceeds  job  requirements"  to  "meets  job 
requirements,"  despite  the  lack  of  evidence  that  the  quality  or  quantity  of  Jeff's  work  had 
fallen.  Jeff  contended,  and  I  agree,  that  they  were  punishing  him  for  his  workplace 
activism.) 

As  for  promotions,  I  attended  the  staff  meeting  where  the  editor  announced  that  Jeff  had 
been  promoted.  Bill  Sweet  received  a  promotion  at  the  same  time,  and  I  remember  Jeff  and 
Bill  humorously  congratulating  each  other  while  the  rest  of  us  applauded.  Promotions  at  AIP 
are  not  automatic,  but  are  based  on  careful  scrutiny  of  the  employee's  work.  The  same 
goes  for  raises.  As  a  matter  of  policy,  AIP  does  not  give  automatic  cost-of-living  raises,  only 
merit  raises.  AIP  would  not  have  employed  Jeff,  promoted  him,  and  given  him  merit  raises 
for  19  years  if  he  had  not  been  doing  his  job  to  AlP's  satisfaction. 

I  think  it  is  crucial  to  note  that  AIP,  like  other  employers,  regularly  scrutinizes  the  quality  and 
quantity  of  each  employee's  work.  Thus,  during  my  decade  at  Physics  Today,  I  saw 
coworkers  put  on  probation,  demoted,  or  fired  for  not  meeting  the  magazine's  standards. 

AIP  never  did  any  of  these  things  to  Jeff  --  until  they  saw  his  critical  writing. 

In  firing  Jeff,  AIP  claimed  that  he  had  stolen  from  the  company,  referring  to  the  opening 
lines  of  his  book  ("This  book  is  stolen.  Written  in  part  on  stolen  time,  that  is.“)  This  is  a 
laughably  baseless  charge.  In  the  opening  paragraph  of  his  book,  Jeff  explains  that  "written 
in  part  on  stolen  time"  means  "spending  some  office  time  on  my  own  work."  This  describes 
common  Physics  Today  workplace  behavior,  albeit  with  an  attitude.  At  Physics  Today  there 
were  no  official  break  times;  editorial  employees  were  expected  to  meet  their  deadlines, 
and  they  took  their  breaks  whenever  they  wanted  along  the  way.  All  of  Jeff's  coworkers 
(including  me)  openly  pursued  personal  interests  during  their  work  breaks,  but  Jeff  was  the 
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only  one  who  was  punished  for  failing  to  make  sure  that  1 00  percent  of  his  office  time  was 
work  time.  The  difference  was  the  nature  of  Jeff's  break-time  activities  --  his  workplace 
activism  and  critical  writing. 

Like  many  employers,  AIP  engaged  in  "speed-up,"  demanding  that  editors  and  other 
employees  do  more  work  in  the  same  amount  of  time.  Jeff  was  outspoken  in  opposing  this, 
in  the  interest  of  both  staff  and  readers,  but  he  always  adapted  to  the  changing  standard 
himself.  When  Jeff  was  fired,  he  told  me  that  he  was  two  months  ahead  of  schedule  in 
meeting  the  annual  work  quota  that  AIP  had  set  for  him  --  that  he  had  completed  12 
months'  worth  of  work  in  10  months'  time.  Having  observed  his  work  style  for  ten  years,  I  do 
not  doubt  this. 

Management  had  to  be  fully  aware  of  these  facts,  and  therefore  fully  aware  that  Jeff's  book 
about  the  politics  of  work  was  doing  nothing  more  than  expressing  a  critical  attitude  about 
work.  But  they  fired  him  anyway,  nine  days  after  they  learned  of  his  book  and  its  contents,  a 
delay  that  indicates  that  their  action  was  calculated  rather  than  emotional.  As  you  may  have 
seen,  on  5  April  2002  the  Chronicle  of  Higher  Education  reported  the  numerous  protests  by 
physicists  against  Jeff's  firing.  The  reporter  apparently  asked  AIP  CEO  Marc  Brodsky,  What 
if  the  book's  opening  line  was  merely  a  rhetorical  device?  Brodsky  responded,  "Even  if  it 
was,  it's  not  good  for  the  morale  of  other  employees."  In  other  words,  Brodsky  admits  that 
he  was  willing  to  fire  Jeff  simply  for  expressing  what  Brodsky  considers  to  be  a  bad  attitude. 

I  think  the  evidence  indicates  that  that  is  exactly  what  Brodsky  did. 

As  for  the  gag  orders,  the  one  placed  on  Jeff  was  imposed  a  few  days  after  the  second 
staff  retreat.  The  retreat  had  been  billed  as  an  opportunity  for  the  editorial  staff  to  get 
together  and  "brainstorm"  about  the  magazine's  content  and  direction.  Much  to  our  surprise 
and  disappointment,  however,  the  managers  prepared  a  rather  rigid  agenda  for  the  retreat, 
one  not  at  all  conducive  to  creative  thinking  and  open  discussion.  Near  the  beginning  of  the 
retreat,  after  opening  remarks  by  Physics  Today  publisher  Charles  Harris,  Jeff  asked  if  we 
could  ask  questions.  Harris  said  no.  Jeff  then  argued  that  staff  members  SHOULD  be 
allowed  to  ask  questions  at  a  retreat.  Harris  angrily  shouted  "No,  that's  an  order!",  ending 
the  discussion.  When  Harris  later  called  on  me  to  speak  about  my  department,  I  criticized 
him  for  shutting  Jeff  up.  Some  others  did  the  same  thing.  The  staff  was  quite  upset  by  the 
repressive  atmosphere  that  management  had  established.  Needless  to  say,  nothing  much 
was  accomplished  at  the  retreat. 

The  gag  order  instructed  Jeff  not  to  tell  his  coworkers  that  he  was  being  restricted,  but  he 
showed  the  order  to  me  and  other  coworkers  anyway.  That  upset  Harris,  but  also  led  to 
staff  pressure  that  forced  Harris  to  rescind  the  order  after  about  two  months  (along  with  a 
similar  order  that  had  been  imposed  on  another  staff  editor,  Graham  Collins). 

The  gag  orders  were  soon  followed  by  the  ban  on  private  conversations  in  the  workplace, 
wherein  Physics  Today  Editor  Stephen  Benka  announced  that  all  conversations  between 
staff  members  had  to  be  open  to  monitoring  by  managers.  Unlike  the  gag  order,  the  ban 
was  not  issued  in  writing  but  rather  declared  verbally  to  Jeff  and  another  staff  editor,  Toni 
Feder.  (Toni  and  I  worked  very  closely  to  produce  a  department  of  the  magazine.)  I  heard 
about  the  ban  immediately  from  both  Jeff  and  Toni.  Although  Benka  announced  the  ban  to 
Jeff  and  Toni,  he  said  that  it  applied  to  the  entire  staff.  Paul  Elliott,  another  editor, 
overheard  the  announcement.  The  rest  of  the  staff  learned  of  it,  ironically,  through  private 
conversations.  Unlike  the  gag  orders,  the  ban  on  private  conversations  in  the  workplace 
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was  never  rescinded,  even  though  Jeff  formally  appealed  it  to  James  Stith,  a  top  official  of 
the  American  Institute  of  Physics.  I  think  the  ban  was  aimed  mainly  at  silencing  Jeff  and 
discouraging  other  staff  members  from  talking  to  him. 

Since  leaving  Physics  Today  in  November  1999,  and  especially  since  Jeff's  firing,  I've  often 
thought  about  the  gag  orders  and  the  conversation  ban  and  the  generally  repressive 
environment  there.  Unlike  a  lot  of  bad  memories,  though,  these  ones  don't  fade  with  time.  I 
hope  that  the  human  rights  committee  will  do  whatever  it  can  to  obtain  justice  for  Jeff.  In  so 
doing,  I  believe  you  will  also  be  helping  to  improve  the  work  environment  at  Physics  Today, 
by  compelling  AIP  to  reconsider  its  policies  and  actions,  and  ultimately  benefitting  the 
science  community  at  large. 
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Summary  of  Paul  Elliott’s  email: 

Paul  Elliott  worked  in  a  neighboring  office  to  Schmidt  for  just  under  5  years,  from  1995- 
2000.  Schmidt  was  an  editor  for  14  years  before  Elliott  arrived,  which  was  just  after  AIP 
hired  a  publisher  (for  the  first  time),  Charles  Harris,  and  an  editor  in  chief,  Steven  Benka. 
From  1995-2000,  according  to  Elliott,  Schmidt  was  well  regarded  by  the  PT  staff,  met 
all  deadlines  and  other  obligations.  But  Harris,  and  Benka  particularly  increasingly 
became  openly  hostile  toward  Schmidt  from  about  1995  through  1997.  During  that 
period,  Schmidt  was  in  the  forefront  of  staff  efforts  trying  to  get  PT  to  hire  a  more  staff 
with  more  diversity  (virtually  the  entire  professional  PT  staff  apparently  was  white  male), 
as  well  as  bring  about  other  improvements  in  the  staffs  working  conditions.  This  effort 
apparently  led  to  the  embarrassment  of  PT  management  in  front  of  higher  ups  at  AIP  and 
the  PT  advisory  committee  (I  suppose  a  bunch  of  senior  physicists). 

At  about  this  time,  in  the  fall  of  1997,  Charles  Harris  not  only  gave  Schmidt  a  written  and 
secret  gag  order,  which  Elliott  saw,  but  gave  one  to  another  editor,  Graham  Collins, 
whom  Hanis  also  saw  as  troublesome.  A  month  of  so  later,  under  pressure  from  PT  staff, 
these  orders  were  rescinded.  However  in  January  1998,  Elliott  heard  Benka  angrily  tell 
Schmidt  that  private  conversations  between  members  of  the  PT  staff  behind  closed  doors 
were  forbidden  and  had  to  take  place  outside  after  business  hours.  After  this, 

Schmidt  kept  a  very  low  profile  at  PT.  If  he  had  been  a  "troublemaker"  before  this,  he 
certainly  ceased  being  one  at  this  point-but,  said  Elliott,  there  was  no  let-up  in 
management's  hostility  toward  him. 

Elliott  said  that  many  members  of  the  PT  staff,  certainly  including  Benka,  used  the  work 
day  for  other  private  purposes.  Elliott  worked  10  feet  from  Schmidt  for  5  years  and  saw 
no  evidence  that  Schmidt  was  doing  anything  but  his  job  as  an  editor.  He  certainly  was 
not  visibly  working  on  a  book.  Elliott  even  pointed  out  that  in  late  1998  Schmidt  took  a  6 
month  unpaid  leave  of  absence,  and  in  retrospect,  Elliott  surmises  that  it  was  probably  to 
work  on  his  book.  During  that  period  too,  said  Elliott,  management  continued  to  openly 
malign  and  denigrate  Schmidt. 

Elliott's  conclusion  was  that  PT  editorial  management  thought  of  Schmidt  as  a  trouble 
maker,  subjected  him  to  "a  long  term  smear  campaign  followed  by  prejudicial  termination 
on  a  fundamentally  bogus  charge",  and  fired  him  as  an  act  of  revenge  without  giving  him 
a  chance  to  explain  or  defend  himself. 
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HUMAN  RIGHTS  COMMITEE 

of  the 

PLASMA  SCIENCE  AND  APPLICATIONS  COMMITTEE 

of  the 

INSTITUTE  OF  ELECTRICAL  AND  ELECTRONICS  ENGINEERS 


CoChairman: 

Dr.kWallace  Manheimer 
Code  6707 

Nayal  Research  Laboratory 
Washington,  DC  20375 


Co-Chairman: 

Prof.  Victor  Granatstein 
Department  of  Electrical 
and  Computer  Engineering 
University  of  Maryland 
College  Park,  MD  20742 

April  17,  2002 


Dr.  Marc  H.  Brodsky 
Executive  Director  and  CEO 
American  Institute  of  Physics 
One  Physics  Ellipse 
College  Park,  MD  20740 


Dear  Dr.  Brodsky: 


We  sent  you  the  enclosed  letter  concerning  the  firing  of  Jeff  Schmidt  and 
also  enclosed  is  your  response  for  which  we  thank  you.  We  have 
continued  to  look  into  this  matter,  and  we  must  say  that  with  our  current 
understanding  of  the  situation,  we  find  the  response  of  AIP  to  be  not 
satisfying  to  us.  We  have  spoken  to  several  people,  and  apparently 
employees  at  AIP  are  not  fired  for  using  company  time  for  such  private 
business  as  free  lance  writing,  as  long  as  all  AIP  deadlines  were  met. 
Schmidt  and  others  have  claimed  that  the  expression  ‘stolen  time’  was  not 
used  to  confess  to  larceny,  but  to  emphasize  the  particular  point  made  in 
the  book.  From  what  we  know  now,  this  seems  reasonable  to  us. 

As  far  as  we  are  able  to  discern,  Schmidt  met  all  his  deadlines  at  AIP  and 
was  a  well  regarded  worker.  Several  people  have  claimed  that  internal 
records  in  Physics  Today  verify  this. 


S  001271 


There  is  one  factual  matter  which  we  were  unable  to  independently  verify 
and  we  wonder  if  you  could  help  us  out.  On  his  web  site,  Jeff  Schmidt 
claimed  that  when  applying  for  unemployment  benefits,  AEP  tried  to 
prevent  him  from  receiving  them,  but  when  it  came  time  for  AEP  to  make 
its  case  to  the  Maryland  Department  of  Labor,  it  did  not  show  up  to  do  so. 
We  tried  to  verify  this  with  the  aforementioned  department,  but  these 
records  are  confidential. 

Let  us  tell  you  what  we  think  may  have  happened.  We  are  not  certain,  but 
this  is  the  simplest  and  most  reasonable  explanation  of  the  facts  which  we 
know.  Around  the  end  of  1997,  in  a  meeting  with  AJDP  and  Physics 
Today’s  external  advisory  committee,  Jeff  Schmidt  embarrassed  his 
supervisors  at  Physics  Today  by  complaining  to  powerful  outsiders  about 
lack  of  diversity  in  the  workplace.  We  can  certainly  believe  that  his 
supervisors  would  frown  on  his  taking  such  a  complaint  so  far  outside  the 
chain  of  command.  In  some  organizations  this  might  be  grounds  for 
dismissal,  while  in  others  it  would  be  acceptable  behavior.  If  Schmidt  had 
been  fired  then,  for  that,  we  would  be  much  less  sympathetic  to  him. 

While  unquestionably  harsh,  he  would  have  suffered  a  serious 
consequence  for  what  might  have  been  regarded  as  a  serious  faux  pas. 

The  firing  would  have  been  honest  on  the  part  of  his  employer,  he  would 
most  likely  have  learned  from  the  experience,  and  the  negative  impact  on 
his  reputation  would  have  been  minimized,  instead  however,  AEP  strung 
him  along  for  more  than  two  years,  a  time  during  which  Schmidt  was 
especially  trying  to  keep  out  of  trouble.  Finally  AJP  found  a  bogus  reason 
for  firing  him,  and  did  so  in  a  way  that  would  do  him  maximum  harm. 

This  seems  inexcusable  to  us,  and  an  appropriate  area  of  concern  for  our 
committee;  particularly  where  it  involves  an  organization  which  we  all 
support  and  would  hope  lives  up  to  the  highest  standards  regarding  its 
personnel. 

Anyway,  this  is  the  way  we  currently  see  it  and  it  is  the  way  we  will 
present  it  to  our  Executive  Committee  in  mid  May.  Do  we  have  it  wrong? 
We  invite  your  response.  (Mail  to  government  facilities  being  what  it  is,  if 
you  decide  to  respond,  please  fax  WMM  202-767-1607;  US  mail  to  VLG 
okay) 
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There  is  one  other  thing.  When  we  first  looked  into  this  matter,  we 
thought  the  best  solution  would  be  some  sort  of  compromise  between  you 
and  Schmidt.  That  is  why  we  sent  both  of  you  our  initial  report  last 
October.  Even  at  this  late  date,  could  that  still  be  possible?  Schmidt  told 
us  he  would  be  willing  to  do  so.  Would  AIP? 

Yours  very  truly, 


Wallace  M.  Manheimer 


Victor  L.  Granatstein 
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THE  CHECKOFF:  Law  schools  rank  as 
a  top  draw  for  college  grads  and  former 
dot-comers,  with  a  19%  jump  in  the  num¬ 
ber  of  those  taking  the  national  Law 
School  Admissions  Test,  or  LSAT,  this 
June  over  a  year  ago.  ...  Vengeful  bosses? 
A  quarter  of  the  Equal  Employment  Oppor¬ 
tunity  Commission’s  fiscal  2000  cases  in¬ 
volved  alleged  employer  retaliation 
against  workers  speaking  their  mind,  dou¬ 
bling  1990’s  rate. 

-Kathy  Chen 
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Employee  Performance  Review 


Employee's  Name  Jeffrey  Schmidt. 
Employee's  Job  Title  Assoc.  Krlitor 


D  i  v  1  s  i  o  n  p  y 


Supervisoi 


Date  Employed 


3-17-81 _ _  Date  Effective  3-16-82 

annual 


Date  Due  “fjj  r; 


Please  comment  on  tin*  following  categories: 

1.  KNOWLEDGE  OP'  WORK  (Understanding  this  &  related  jobs): 


2.  QUALITY  OP'  WORK  (Accuracy  &  thoroughness): 


/>  )//■/  ll 


'UllMf. 


MlyI 


rCK _ U 


3.  QUANTITY  OF  WORK  (Volume):  • 


DEPENDABILITY  (Reliability  under  varying  circumstances,  compliance  with 
instructions  &  regulations):  V.  U,  U,  ^4/  A 


uu  Li 


f  d  / 


^  777 


COOPERATIVENESS  (Cooperation  with  associates,  supervisors  &  others) 


JUDGMENT  (Accuracy  of  decisions,  practicability):  |v/ 


CHARACTER  &  ATTITUDE  (Initiative,  enthusiasm) 


ATTENDANCE  (Punctuality  h  attendance): 


POTENTIAL  (Is  employee  promotable,  in  what  area?) 
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POINTS  DISCUSSED  AT  INTERVIEW: 


DOES  EMPLOYEE  AGREE  WITH  SUPERVISOR'S  APPRAISAL? 

REPORT  PREPARED  BY  7 DATE  _/ 

1  _ 

REPORT  REVIEWED  BY  DATE  _ 

/ 

REPORT  DISCUSSED  WITH  EMPLOYEE  BY  DATE  _ 

FOR  PERSONNEL  USE  ONLY: 
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AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  PHYSICS 
Employee  Performance  Review 


Employee's  Name  Jeffery  Schmidt 
Employee's  Job  Title  Assoc.  Editor 


Division _ Physics  Today 

Supervisor  H.  Davis 


3-17-81 


Date  Employed  3-17-81 _  Date  Effective  3-16-83 _ Date  Due  2-14-83 

annual 

Please  comment  on  the  following  categories: 


1.  KNOWLEDGE  OF  WORK  (Understanding  this  &  related  jobs):  }[££ 


3.  QUANTITY  OF  WORK  (Volume): 


4.  ABILITY  TO  LEARN  NEW  SKILLS  (How  rapidly  and  how  thoroughly  learned,  ability 

to  carry  over  from  task  to  task):  A’/  Ott 

tp fA'-f ar/t?/eA }  //d  is  ^  W /f / /y  t 

5.  DEPENDABILITY  (Reliability  unde  /vary  ing  circumstances,  rompliance  with 
instructions  &  regulations): 


6.  COOPERATIVENESS  (Cooperation  with  associates,  supervisors  M  others): 


7.  JUDGMENT  (Accuracy  of  decisions,  practicability): 


8.  CHARACTER  h.  ATTITUDE  (Initiative,  enthusiasm):  l/tffl/ 


9.  ATTENDANCE  (Punctuality  &c  attendance):  JoXcS/fe'A 


10.  POTENTIAL  (Is  employee  promotable,  in  what  area?  ) 


S  001277 


3.  DESCRIBE  ALL  AROUND  JOB  PERFORMANCE 


EXCELLENT  _ 

Vfep/  GOOD  _ X. 

'  SATISFACTORY  _ 

NEEDS  IMPROVEMENT 
UNSATISFACTORY 

REMARKS 


Ah.  &  j^z&L  <AjA _ _ _ 


POINTS  DISCUSSED  AT  INTERVIEW: 


DOES  EMPLOYEE  AGREE  WITH  SUPERVISOR'S  APPRAISAL 


REPORT  PREPARED  BY 
REPORT  REVIEWED  BY 


W±  MM 


REPORT  DISCUSSED  WITH  EMPLOYEE  BY 


DATE 

DATE 

DATE 


FOR  PERSONNEL  USE  ONLY: 


S  001278 


AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  Ul  PliYSK'S 


Employee's  Name 


Employee  Performance  Review 
Jeffrey  Schmidt  Division  _ Physics  Today 


Supervisor  H.  Pavi; 


Employee's  Job  Title  Assoc.  Editor _ 

3/17/81  Date  Effective  5/16/84 _ Date  Due  T°  IS  ’984^ 


Date  Employed  _ 

Please  comment  on  the  following  categories. 


ANNUM. 


1. 


KNOWLEDGE  OF  WORK  (Understanding  this  & 


•  /  I 

related  jobs):  R/V/ 


( 


2.  QUALITY  OF  WORK  (Accuracy  &  thoroughness):  e^rfUrh.  L± 

3.  QUANTITY  OF  WORK  (Volume):  •'  (j. _ _ 

A.iAd  CM.  terzt/kd £j±  -j.  /WfWj  .  - - - - 


4.  ABILITY  TO  LEARN  NEW  SKILLS  (How  rapidly  and  how  thoroughly  learned,  ability 

to  carry  over  from  task  to  task):  _ _ _ 

5.  DEPENDABILITY  (Reliability  under  varying  circumstances,  compliance  with 

instructions  &  regulations):  £{Ce//£iff- _ _ _ 


6.  COOPERATIVENESS  (Cooperation  with  associates,  supervisors  &  others):  Ver^j_ 


ttsAi 


(7 

7.  JUDGMENT  (Accuracy  of  decisions,  practicability):  jfcg. 


8.  CHARACTER  h.  ATTITUDE  (Initiative,  enthusiasm 


):  YfM  &J&A. 


9.  ATTENDANCE  (Punctuality  &  attendance):  'E-YCcfU+l 


10.  POTENTIAL  (Is  employee  promotable,  in  what  area?)  (/^ 


S  001279 


Please  answer  the  following  questions  fully: 


1.  WHAT  DOES  THIS  EMPLOYEE  DO  ESPECIALLY  WELL?  j-}{  [<_. 

Parcfict  <zns(  '-fitrettg/!  u,  hrzr  k  . _ _ _ 


2.  IN  WHAT  RESPECTS  CAN  THIS  EMPLOYEE  IMPROVE?  hJfiik  &C  c# t<  /v 

5^'ff  IsJfr  Vv  9>Y/ £  tk~  &A?L  ^  /icui^c  ff- 

teO(  wuf/<  /7uX  £gU/_  /e  M£L _ _ 

3_  describe  all  around  job  performan'ce 

EXCELLENT  _ _ 

GOOD  £ 

SATISFACTORY  _ 

NEEDS  IMPROVEMENT  _ 

UNSATISFACTORY 

REMARKS 

--Jeffrey  has  been  doing  a  large  fraction  of  the  solicitation  of  the  articles  he  winds 

up  editing.  Without  his  efforts  we  would  not  be  able  to  put  four  articles  into  an  issue 

--Jeffrey's  willingness  to  stav  late  and  work  verv  hard  has  provided  us  with  what  little _ 

backlog  we  have  for  feature  articles. _ 

--He  has  been  very  useful  on  the  computer  study  group - 

POINTS  DISCUSSED  AT  INTERVIEW: 


DOES  EMPLOYEE  AGREE  WITH  SUPERVISOR'S  APPRAISAL? 

Or  .  Sjw£ 


REPORT  PREPARED  BY 
REPORT  REVIEWED  BY 


DATE  M. 

DATE  5 


REPORT  DISCUSSED  WITH  EMPLOYEE  BY 


DATE 


FOR  PERSONNEL  USE  ONLY: 


P3  0  9  / 1  v 


S  001280 


AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  PHYSICS 


^/C'  J  fiotm-A.’  '  ]j  /’ 

<7  /’V 

A  •„> 


Employee's  Name 


Employee  Performance  Review 
Jeffrey  Schmidt  Division  Physics  Today 


C 


Employee's  Job  Title  Assoc.  Editor 


Supervisor  _ G„  LubKin 


Date  Employed 


3/17/81 


Date  Effective  3/16/85  Date  Due  2/15/85 

ANNUAL 


Please  comment  on  the  following  categories: 

1.  KNOWLEDGE  OF  WORK  (Understanding  this  &  related  jobs):  - Vary. -good. 


2.  QUALITY  OF  WORK  (Accuracy  &  thoroughness).  gonora]-]-y  excellent. — He  is  thorough 
and  careful  and  has  a  good  eye  for  detail.  He  checks  everything  meticulously. 


3.  QUANTITY  OF  WORK  (Volume):  Very  good.  We  have  had  several  issues  with  three 
articles  edited  by  him. 


4.  ABILITY  TO  LEARN  NEW  SKILLS  (How  rapidly  and  how  thoroughly  learned,  ability 
to  carry  over  from  task  to  task):  Vpr y  good _ _ _ 


5.  DEPENDABILITY  (Reliability  under  varying  circumstances,  compliance  with 

instructions  &  regulations):  Excellent.  He  can  be  counted  on  to  meet  deadlines. 


6.  COOPERATIVENESS  (Cooperation  with  associates,  supervisors  &  others):  jyeiy  good. 

He  is  always  helpful  and  cooperative.  However,  he  is  not  very  outgoing  and  does  not 
always  gharv*  hiq  rxjn  idpac  anH  insights  linle.SS  asked. - — 

7.  JUDGMENT  (Accuracy  of  decisions,  practicability):  v^ry  good. - 


8.  CHARACTER  &  ATTITUDE  (Initiative,  enthusiasm):  yPTy  good 


9.  ATTENDANCE  (Punctuality  &  attendance):  Excellent. 

S  001281 

10.  POTENTIAL  (Is  employee  promotable,  in  what  area?) 


Please  answer  the  following  questions  fully: 


1.  WHAT  DOES  THIS  EMPLOYEE  DO  ESPECIALLY  WELL?  He  is  extremely  thorouah 
and  careful  in  checking  all  parts  of  the  articles  he  edits. 


2.  IN  WHAT  RESPECTS  CAN  THIS  EMPLOYEE  IMPROVE?  He  has  started  to  solicit 
feature  articles,  but  he  should  become  more  effective  at  it.  - 


3.  DESCRIBE  ALL  AROUND  JOB  PERFORMANCE 
EXCELLENT 


"3T 


GOOD  VERY  GOOD  ~ _ 

SATISFACTORY  _ 

NEEDS  IMPROVEMENT 
UNSATISFACTORY 

REMARKS 

Jeffrey  should  be  generating  more  ideas  and  authors  for  feature  articles  and  also 
for  news  stories.  He  should  try  to  communicate  these  ideas  to  Tom,  Gloria  and  the 
rest  of  the  staff,  in  story  conferences  and  in  day-to-day  activity 


POINTS  DISCUSSED  AT  INTERVIEW: 


DOES  EMPLOYEE  AGREE  WITH  SUPERVISOR'S  APPRAISAL? 

y? _ _ _ 


REPORT  PREPARED  BY 
REPORT  REVIEWED  BY 


DATE  (If 


REPORT  DISCUSSED  WITH  EMPLOYEE  BY 


DATE  — /  3^/( 
DATE 


— — — - 


FOR  PERSONNEL  USE  ONLY: 


S  001282 


P30  9/68 


V 


'  ( ’  is?-  /  Ls 


AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  PHYSICS 
Employee  Performance  Review 


form  A 


Employee's  Name  Jeffrey  Schmidt _ Division  - PhYSi-CS  Today — 

Employee's  Job  Title  Assoc.  Editor  -for  Articles—  Supervisor  Gloria  Lubkin 

Date  Employed  V17/81 _  Date  Elective  3/16/86 - ?ate  Due  JMM- 

Please  comment  on  the  following  categories: 

1.  KNOWLEDGE  OF  WORK  (Understanding  this  &  related  jobs):  Very_QflQd - 


2.  QUALITY  OF  WORK  (Accuracy  &  thoroughness):  Generally  excellent.  He  is  thorough 
and  careful,  and  he  has  a  good  eye  for  detail.  He  checks  everything  meticulously. 


3.  QUANTITY  OF  WORK  (Volume):  Very  good,  although  he  works  slowly. 


4.  ABILITY  TO  LEARN  NEW  SKILLS  (How  rapidly  and  how  thoroughly  learned,  ability 
to  carry  over  from  task  to  task):  Very  good _ 


5.  DEPENDABILITY  (Reliability  under  varying  circumstances,  compliance  with 

instructions  k  regulations):  rYrp11pnt.  Hp  can  hp  counted  on  to  complete  a  iflfr - 

when  he  has  agreed  to.  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ — 

6.  COOPERATIVENESS  (Cooperation  with  associates,  supervisors  &  others):  Very  flQOfi 

He  should,  however,  be  more  open  and  volunteer  to  share  informationand  ideas  that 

he  .has. - - - - - — - — 

7.  JUDGMENT  (Accuracy  of  decisions,  practicability):  VPrv  good. - - 

8.  CHARACTER  &  ATTITUDE  (Initiative,  enthusiasm):  Very  good. _ . — 

9.  ATTENDANCE  (Punctuality  &  attendance):  pxrPi  ■) prr^.,  _ 


10.  POTENTIAL  (Is  employee  promotable,  in  what  area?) 


Please  answer  the  following  questions  fully: 

1.  WHAT  DOES  THIS  EMPLOYEE  DO  ESPECIALLY  WELL?  He  is  extremely  thorough 
and  careful  in  editing  and  checking. _ 


2.  IN  WHAT  RESPECTS  CAN  THIS  EMPLOYEE  IMPROVE?  He  should  be  able  to  work 
faster:  He  should  not  have  to  work  so  late  to  edit  two  articles  a  month  and  solicit 

a  few. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

3.  DESCRIBE  ALL  AROUND  JOB  PERFORMANCE 

EXCELLENT  _ _ 

GOOD  VERY  GOOD  X 

SATISFACTORY  _ 

NEEDS  IMPROVEMENT  _ 

UNSATISFACTORY 

REMARKS 

.loffr-o'/  has  become  a  sensitive  editor  and  careful  stylist;  his  ear  for.  English - 

has  inproved  considerably  overe  the  years.  He  has  also  become  more  active  in - 

article  solicitation  and  contributing  to  storv  conferences.. - I - 


POINTS  DISCUSSED  AT  INTERVIEW: 


DOES  EMPLOYEE  AGREE  WITH  SUPERVISOR'S  APPRAISAL? 


REPORT  PREPARED  BY  DATE  CL 


REPORT  REVIEWED  BY 


$6-1  \  DATE 


REPORT  DISCUSSED  WITH  EMPLOYEE  BY  DATE 


FOR  PERSONNEL  USE  ONLY: 


S  001284 


P30  9/6S 


f' 


FR  OP 


AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  PHYSICS 


Employee  Performance  Review 

Employee's  Name  Jeffrey  Schmidt _  Division  _ 

Employee's  Job  Title  Associate  Editor _  Supervisor 

Date  Employed  ?  /i  i  /cn _  Date  Effective  3/16/87 _ 

Please  comment  on  the  following  categories: 


Physics  Today 


G.  Lubkin 


Date  Due  2/19/87 


1.  KNOWLEDGE  OF  WORK  (Understanding  this  &  related  jobs):  •'  Very  good 


2.  QUALITY  OF  WORK  (Accuracy  &  thoroughness):  Generally  excellent.  He  is 


meticulous  in  his  editing  and  handles  difficult  articles  well. 


3.  QUANTITY  OF  WORK  (Volume):  Very  good  although  he  works  slowly. 


4.  ABILITY  TO  LEARN  NEW  SKILLS  (How  rapidly  and  how  thoroughly  learned,  ability 
to  carry  over  from  task  to  task):  Very  good  _ _ 


5.  DEPENDABILITY  (Reliability  under  varying  circumstances,  compliance  with 
instructions  &  regulations):  Excellent.  He  can  be  counted  on  to  complete  a 


job  when  he  has  agreed  to. 


COOPERATIVENESS  (Cooperation  with  associates,  supervisors  &  others):  Generally 
good  but  he  should  be  raore  open  about  sharing  his  ideas  and  he  should  be  less  rigid 

about  what  tasks  he  is  willing  to  take  on. 

JUDGMENT  (Accuracy  of  decisions,  practicability): 

Very  good. 

CHARACTER  &  ATTITUDE  (Initiative,  enthusiasm): 

Very  good. 

ATTENDANCE  (Punctuality  &  attendance):  Excellent 

V 

S  001285 

POTENTIAL  (Is  employee  promotable,  in  what  area?  ) 

Yes 

Please  answer  the  following  questions  fully: 

l  WHAT  DOES  THIS  EMPLOYEE  DO  ESPECIALLY  WELL?  He  is  extremely  thorough 
and  careful  in  editing  and  checking. _ _ _ _ 


2.  IN  WHAT  RESPECTS  CAN  THIS  EMPLOYEE  IMPROVE?  He  should  be  able  to  work 
faster,  and  he  should  take  inore  initiative  in  soliciting  articles. _ 


3.  DESCRIBE  ALL  AROUND  JOB  PERFORMANCE 


EXCELLENT 

GOOD 

SATISFACTORY 
NEEDS  IMPROVEMENT 
UNSATISFACTORY 

REMARKS 


POINTS  DISCUSSED  AT  INTERVIEW: 


DOES  EMPLOYEE  AGREE  WITH  SUPERVISOR'S  APPRAISAL' 


REPORT  PREPARED  BY 
REPORT  REVIEWED  BY 


DATE 


DATE  ^7/  <T /  (T  y  V  w  ?l) 


7 - / 


REPORT  DISCUSSED  WITH  EMPLOYEE  BY  _ DATE 

'*|S7 


FOR  PERSONNEL  USE  ONLY: 


S  001286 


P^O  9 / 68 


AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  PHYSICS 


Employee  Performance  Review 


Employee's  Name 


Employee's  Job  Title 
Date  Employed 


9A/ryUjtt 


Ljjt 


Division 


Supervisor 


3 trim 


Date 


Effective  Date  Due 


Please  comment  on  the  following  categories: 

1.  KNOWLEDGE  OF  WORK  (Understanding  this  &  related  jobs): 


\) 


■  SZtmZiZ 


2.  QUALITY  OF  WORK  (Accuracy  &  thoroughness):  [/  Qj(j 

[A  UL 


3.  QUANTITY  OF  WORK  (Volume): 

C ubjljA  L mMM  • 


U  #bM  Aimj  aI&mk  jjLkiii  Jim 

t 


4.  ABILITY  TO  LEARN  NEW  SKILLS  (How  rapidly  and  how  thoroughly  learned,  ability 
to  carry  over  from  task  to  task):  ]) VfhAid  : _ _ _ 


5.  DEPENDABILITY  (Reliability  under  varying  circumstances,  compliance  with  * 

instructions  &  regulations ):  jukrfit  •  A/l  QAm  Ai7  ^ 


^  (JVUCj  -Hu 


VENESS  (CooDeration  with  associates,  sjuperyispr  s  Sc  otl^rs):/  'l  id'ljJji  - 


d  i  m± 


7.  JUDGMENT  (Accuracy  of  decisions,  practicability):  QjjlL  idtM.  U±jJLL  ^ 

JM£k  j$o.  aluMzm  - 


8.  CHARACTER  &  ATTITUDE  (Initiative,  enthusiasm): 

QAdkt 5x0%'  ^UJ±h 

jdjnLCa.  CUaJt 


ijAL  l  tittup  j  ij  oJjcki 
<vctbch«  olmjL/ULqA 


»•/ ATTENDANCE  (^Anctuality  &  attendance):  \^Cu  P  OctJt&M  Jji/VlAj?  ■  A4 

"  -  .  . y  n^  ~m 

l _ — _ L _ 


1  n  CAAM  $  f.lOMJ2 MJl  1  U}~&aJza 
MAMaAjl 


POTENTIAL  (Is  employee  promotable,  in  what  area?) 


S  001287 


POINTS  DISCUSSED  AT  INTERVIEW: 


DOES  EMPLOYEE  AGREE  WITH  SUPERVISOR'S  APPRAISAL? 


REPORT  PREPARED  BY 
REPORT  REVIEWED  BY 
REPORT  DISCUSSED  WI1 

FOR  PERSONNEL  USE  ONLY: 


S  001288 


/ 


V  rr 


1  r  ?.*  '  5  /-  1  C  /'■  ^ 


Jeff  Schmidt :  Performance  Review 


1.  Planning:  Very  good.  Jeff  is  excellent  at  planning  the  work  for 

his  upcoming  article  assignments,  and  he  is  very  clear  (and  ac¬ 
curate!)  about  what  he  can  and  cannot  deliver.  Furthermore,  he 
has  helped  a  great  deal  with  the  negotiation  needed  to  bring  arti¬ 
cles  to  an  editable  stage.  He  works  best  on  one  project  at  a 
time;  this  has  the  advantage  that  Jeff  can  give  all  of  his  consid¬ 
erable  concentration  to  a  single  project,  but  it  has  the  dis¬ 
advantage  that  occasionally  a  relatively  small  job  must  wait  in  a 
relatively  long  queue  before  it  gets  done. 

2.  Executing :  Outstanding.  Jeff  is  the  mainstay  as  an  articles 

editor  at  Physics  Today.  When  he  says  an  article  is  ready,  he 
means  that  insofar  as  he  is  concerned  everything — text,  art,  cap¬ 
tions,  credit  lines — is  in  a  publishable  state.  This  thorough¬ 
ness,  his  direct  and  persistent  negotiation  with  authors  and  his 
management  of  his  time  are  all  models  to  which  others  can  aspire. 

My  hope  is  that  he  will  begin  to  take  a  somewhat  more  active 

role  in  soliciting  new  manuscripts  for  publication,  and  in  the 
editing  and  acquisition  of  the  illustrations  for  his  articles.  I 
would  also  hope  he  would  act  more  quickly  and  more  regularly  in 
dealing  with  the  review  and  refereeing  of  the  manuscripts  he  is 
asked  to  supervise.  I  think  a  better  system  for  handling  the  man¬ 
uscripts  and  making  it  clear  when  a  reply  is  needed  would  enable 
him  to  give  more  timely  responses  to  these  matters. 

3.  Delegating :  He  is  quite  willing  to  delegate  work  to  those  he 

thinks  he  can  trust  implicitly.  For  example,  he  has  entrusted  the 
completion  of  two  articles  in  the  past  few  months  to  Pat  Janowski 

of  our  staff,  and  I  believe  she  has  indeed  finished  them  off 

without  further  intervention  from  Jeff. 

He  is  less  willing  to  delegate  corrections  and  typing--in 
short,  routine  matters,  to  the  secretarial  staff,  on  the  (perhaps 
justifiable)  grounds  that  correcting  the  mistakes  they  introduced 
would  be  more  time  consuming  than  completing  the  work  himself. 
Accordingly,  he  often  asks  Elliot  Plotkin  to  enter  galley  or  page- 
proof  corrections.  My  impression  is  that  Elliot  is  generally 
agreeable  about  this,  but  if  he  cannot,  it  is  Jeff's  responsibili¬ 
ty  to  have  the  corrections  entered  (perhaps  himself,  perhaps  by 
someone  else).  In  general,  if  Elliot  cannot  enter  such  correc¬ 
tions,  Jeff  should  seek  help  from  the  managing  editor. 

4.  Adaptability:  Jeff  has  the  ability  to  adapt  his  editorial  input  to 

the  available  time,  and  he  manages  that  time  effectively.  He  is 
also,  by  now,  our  most  experienced  hand  with  articles,  and  he 
seems  able  to  edit  virtually  all  kinds  of  articles.  His  working 
routines  and  editorial  judgments,  however,  are  by  now  well  in¬ 
grained  and  occasionally  seem  inflexible:  although  he  is  willing 
to  follow  whatever  procedures  and  to  debate  whatever  editorial 
guidelines  are  set  forth,  there  are  occasions  when  he  also  seems 


S  001289 


Jeff  Schmidt:  Performance  Review 


page  2 


somewhat  more  concerned  about  clarifying  rules  and  precedent  than 
with  finding  ways  to  adapt  to  the  goals  at  hand. 

5.  Dependability:  Excellent.  He  commonly  arrives  a  bit  late,  but  he 

also  generally  works  late  into  the  night.  As  noted  above,  he  is 
thorough,  and  he  takes  charge  of  the  work  assigned. 

6.  Initiative :  Excellent,  so  long  as  he  is  clear  the  work  will  be 

needed  for  a  soon-to-appear  issue  of  the  magazine.  He  has  also 
taken  the  initiative  (with  William  Sweet)  for  editing  a  special 
issue  on  science  literacy  to  appear  in  December  1989.  Neverthe¬ 
less,  he  could  be  more  forthcoming  about  suggesting  new  articles 
for  publication  in  ordinary  (non-single-topic)  issues. 

7.  Relationships :  Good  to  fair.  Jeff  is  generally  guiet,  but  he  is 

unafraid  of  confrontation,  and  he  is  persistent  about  asserting 
his  point  of  view. 

8.  Attendance :  Excellent 

9.  Potential :  Very  good.  I  think  Jeff  can  adapt  to  virtually  any 

editorial  direction,  and  he  is  well-qualified  to  train  other 
editors  in  the  preparation  of  articles.  He  is  most  valuable  to.us 
as  an  article  editor,  and  he  seems  happy  with  that  role;  I  would 
be  quite  cautious — as  I  think  he  would  too — about  offering  assign¬ 
ments  that  would  preclude  his  taking  a  continuing  active  role  in 
article  editing. 

General  Comments:  Overall,  4. 


Report  prepared  by  Peter  G.  Brown 


Reviewed  by  Gloria  B.  Lubkin 


February  13,  1989 
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AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  PHYSICS 

Payroll  Authorization  Form  -  B  -  Personnel  Committee  Action  Only 

TO:  PAYROLL  DATE:  01/19/90 

EMPLOYEE:  JEFFREY  SCHMIDT  DIVISION:  PHYS  TODAY 

EMP  NO. :  1437 

OLD  PAYROLL  ACCOUNT:  MANAG  EDITOR  NEW  PAYROLL  ACCT: 

Salary  Change:  YES  Title  Change:  Transfer: 

REMARKS :  EXEMPT 


SALARY  CHANGE  INFORMATION 


Position  Title 
ASSOC  EDIT  LEV  I 


Grade  Current  Range 

EY05  $31100-$39500-$47900 


Previous  Salary  Amount  of  Increase 


New  Sala 


42300.0000 

Quartile:  5  Overall  Rating: 


Effective  Next  Review 
03/01/90  03/01/91 

ry  Percent  Increase 


Recommending  Party  Authorized  Approval  Personnel 

TITLE  CHANGE  INFORMATION 

From:  ASSOC  EDIT  LEV  I  To:  Effective: 

New  Grade:  New  Range: 

Division  Head  Personnel 

TRANSFER  (Division  or  Charges)  INFORMATION 
From:  PHYS  TODAY  MANAG  EDITOR  To: 

Effective  Date: 

Division  Head  Division  Head  Personnel 

MISCELLANEOUS  REMARKS:  ~  ~  ~ 

EXEMPT 


Rev.  01/90 


S  001291 


A 


AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  PHYSICS 


y  EMPLOYEE  PERFORMANCE  REVIEW 

Employee:  JEFFREY  D  SCHMIDT  Division:  PHYSICS  TODAY 

Job  Title:  ASSOC  EDIT  LEV  I  Supervisor:  GLORIA  LUBKIN 

Date  Employed:  03/17/81  Date  Effective:  03/01/90  Date  Due: 


Please  comment  on  the  following  categories: 

PLANNING  (Practical  solution  to  problems,  long  versus  short  range) 


DEPENDABILITY  (Meetmg^tleadlinels ,  follow-up  on  detail)  : 

.  JAMA  JjA.  (rr^ 


Zii&SML 


ENDANCE (/ (Punctuality  and  attendance] 

fjj  J&tL  A/4-'  H in. .  Ark'll  & 


AL  ( Promo tability,  expansion  of  responsibility) 


Lcf-  f&AToA.'r-  A 


■/rYK2-  , 
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AMERICAN 

INSTITUTE 

°fPHY5ICS 


INTER-OFFICE  MEMORANDUM 


Date:  24  April  1990 

TO:  Jeffrey  Schmidt 

FROM:  Human  Resouces 

SUBJECT:  Personnel  Committee  Action 


On  24  April  1990  the  Personnel  Committee  approved  your  annual  rate 
of  pay  to  be  changed  from  $42,300  (third  quartile)  to  $44,420 
(fourth  quartile)  effective  1  March  1990.  Your  next  review  is 
scheduled  for  1  March  1991. 


S  001294 


AMERICAN 

INSTITUTE 

QfPHYSICS 


NTER-OFFICE  MEMORANDUM 


FROM: 


Date:  5  January  1990 


All  AIP  Employees 


T .  C .  Braun 


SUBJECT:  Salary  Matrix 


Attached  for  your  information  is ;  a .  copy  of  the  Salary 
all  employees  effective  1  January  1990. 
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motions  that  involve  major  changes  in  responsibility  will  be 
dealt  with  on  an  individual  basis. 
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AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  PHYSICS 

EMPLOYEE  PERFORMANCE  REVIEW 

Employee:  JEFFREY  D  SCHMIDT  Division:  PHYS  TODAY 

Job  Title:  ASSOC  EDIT  LEV  I  Supervisor:  GLORIA  LUBKIN 

Date  Employed:  03/17/81  Date  Effective:  03/01/91  Date  Due: 

Please  comment  on  the  following  categories: 

•fo  i  IcrtjT-T-V  ^ 

PLANNING  (Practical  solution  to  problems,  long  versus/^snott  range)  : 


EXECUTING  (Ability  to  get  ideas  accepted  by  superiors  and  subordinates) : 


DELEGATING  (Allowing  others  to  do  work,  assigning  work  properly) : 


ADAPTABILITY  (Flexibility,  ability  to  accept  changes,  work  under  pressure): 


DEPENDABILITY  (Meeting  deadlines,  follow-up  on  detail): 


INITIATIVE  (Enthusiasm,  interest  in  work) : 


RELATIONSHIPS  (With  superiors,  coworkers,  and  subordinates): 


ATTENDANCE  (Punctuality  and  attendance) : 


POTENTIAL  (Promotability,  expansion  of  responsibility) : 


S  001297 
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PERFORMANCE  REVIEW  FOR  JEFF  SCHMIDT — by  Paul  Hersch 

Planning.  Jeff  has  improved  his  ordering  of  priorities  and 
now  reviews  letters,  articles  and  other  materials  submitted 
for  his  review  in  a  more  timely  manner.  As  always,  Jeff 
does  a  fine  job  of  editing  articles,  in  part  because  he 
methodically  plans  the  various  article-editing  phases.  Al¬ 
though  he  works  best  when  concentrating  on  a  single  article, 
through  better  planning  he  is  now  interspersing  preparatory 
work  for  other  articles  into  his  article-editing  schedule. 

Executing.  Jeff  is  thorough  and  accurate  at  performing  his 
assignments.  However,  Jeff  often  presents  his  ideas  in  ways 
(tone,  nuance,  persistence)  that  may  aggravate  some  people. 
Also,  Jeff  at  times  has  gotten  overinvolved  with  trying  to 
improve  an  article  (as  with  the  intro  for  the  November  1990 
issue) ,  with  diminishing  returns  on  his  investment  of  time. 

Delegating.  Where  possible,  Jeff  delegates  drudge  work  and 
does  it  in  a  way  that  usually  gains  the  respect  and 
cooperation  of  the  delegatees. 

Adaptability.  If  Jeff  is  asked  to  do  something  to  which  he 
takes  exception,  he  will  usually  express  his  objections  and 
sometimes  repeat  them.  However,  having  concluded  these  rep¬ 
resentations,  he  does  as  asked  and  does  it  without 
recrimination. 

Dependability.  Jeff  is  the  most  dependable  staff  member 
with  regard  to  meeting  article  completion  commitment  dates. 
He  can  also  be  counted  on  to  carry  out  in  timely  fashion  and 
with  satifactory  results  any  preliminary  article  work  (such 
as  getting  referees.)  He  is  less  dependable  (although  his 
performance  has  improved)  on  his  turnaround  time  in  review¬ 
ing  articles. 

Initiative.  Jeff  likes  doing  the  work  he  does,  and  he  takes 
pride  in  doing  a  good  job.  He  has  shown  initiative  by 
learning  to  use  the  communication  capabilities  of  the  com¬ 
puter,  which  has  benefited  PT .  On  the  other  hand,  Jeff  has 
been  mostly  passive  in  providing  article  ideas. 

Relationships.  Jeff  generally  is  well  liked  by  and  gets 
along  very  well  with  most  of  his  coworkers  and  me.  He  is 
particularly  appreciated  by  Matt  Siegel  and  Ellen  Zeeman  be¬ 
cause  he  has  been  extremely  cooperative  in  teaching  them  the 
"tricks"  of  the  article-editing  trade.  Jeff,  unfortunately, 
tics  off  some  AIP  people  by  the  way  he  may  present  and  pur¬ 
sue  his  ideas. 

Attendance.  Except  for  his  vacation  time,  Jeff  invariably 
is  in  the  office.  Although  he  doesnrt  keep  conventional  AIP 
hours,  he  puts  in  considerably  more  time  than  standards  re¬ 
quire. 

Potential.  Under  suitable  conditions,  Jeff  could  be  an  even 
more  productive  staff  member. 


S  001299 


Comments.  Jeff  is  looked  upon  as  PT's  articles  editor  since, 
for  many  years,  he  has  been  responsible  for  producing  about 
35%  of  the  articles  that  PT  publishes.  Although  no  one  is 
indispensable,  Jeff  is  among  the  less  expendable  PT  staff 
members.  He  has  a  good  analytic  mind  that  should  be  used  to 
provide  greater  input  into  the  department's  needs  (such  as 
offering  ideas  for  and  criticism  of  [potential]  articles) . 

OVERALL  GRADE  4- 
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ADDITIONAL  COMMENTS  by  Paul  Hersch 

Under  "Executing,"  my  stating  that  Jeff  gets  overinvolved 
may  be  based  on  ill-founded  perception.  Specifically,  with 
regard  to  the  intro  to  the  November  1990  issue,  I  omitted 
that  Jeff  was  working  under  especially  tight  time  con¬ 
straints  (the  manuscript  was  delivered  to  Jeff  after  its 
deadline,  which  heightened  my  awareness  of  passing  time) , 
Jeff  had  to  get  and  incorporate  comments  from  the  entire 
staff,  and  agreement  on  the  final  copy  was  complicated  by 
key  players'  being  on  business  trips  during  the  editing  pro¬ 
cess. 

Under  "Relationships,"  The  last  sentence  is  not  meant  to  be 
critical  of  Jeff. 

Under  "Delegating,"  the  word  "drudge"  should  be  not  have 
been  used.  My  purpose  in  using  the  word  was  to  point  out 
that  Jeff  understands  that  Physics  Today  is  best  served  when 
he  uses  his  time  to  do  work  that  specifically  requires  his 
skills . 

Under  "Potential,"  I  should  have  pointed  out  that  Jeff  and  I 
should  set  objectives  that,  if  approved  by  Gloria  Lubkin  and 
fulfilled  by  Jeff,  would  allow  him  to  achieve  a  senior 
editor  grade. 


9o 
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AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  PHYSICS 
EXEMPT  PERFORMANCE  PLAN  AND  APPRAISAL  FORM 


EmployeeName:  Jeff  Schmldt _ _ 1 _ 

^•Gloria  Lubkin.  Reports  to 
Division:  Physics  Today _  Manager •_  Ken  McNaughton _ 

Job  Title: _  Associate  Editor _ _ _ _ _ 

Planning  Date: _ _  Review  Date(s): _ _ 


Instructions  for  Performance  Appraisal.'  Review  your  completed  planning  form  and  notes  to  assess  the  effectiveness  with 
which  the  employee  carried  out  each  responsibility.  Select  the  numerical  rating  level  (summarized  below)  that  best  suits 
actual  performance  for  each  major  responsibility.  All  component  tasks  should  be  reviewed  in  order  to  determine  how  well 
a  responsibility  has  been  fulfilled. 


5  Consistentfv  Exceeds  Job  Requirements  -  Performance  is  consistently  exceptional;  employee  demonstrates 
unusually  high  level  of  accomplishment,  and  has  mastered  all  essential  elements  of  the  component  tasks  in  this 
responsibility. 

4  Exceeds  Job  Reouirements  -  Consistently  performs  full  range  of  tasks  in  this  responsibility  in  a  manner  far  above 
satisfactory.  Has  full  understanding  of  all  aspects  of  this  responsibility. 

3  Meets  Job  Requirements  -  Performance  is  satisfactory.  Employee  accomplishes  tasks  and  meets  expectations. 
Improvement  continues  at  the  expected  rate,  and  performance  is  what  can  be  expected  from  a  well-qualified 
individual.  Employee  requires  a  minimum  amount  of  counsel,  guidance,  and  supervision. 

2  Partially.  Meets  Job  Requirements  -  Needs  improvement  to  meet  acceptable  level  of  performance;  may  still  require 
considerable  supervision  before  performance  is  satisfactory.  May  be  characterized  by  insufficient  knowledge, 
ineffective  planning,  and/or  unproductive  resource  management. 

1  Does  Not  Meet  Job  Reouirements  -  Has  demonstrated  only  minimally  acceptable  level  of  performance.  May  be 
characterized  by  lack  of  knowledge,  ambivalent  judgement,  negligent  planning,  and/or  wasteful  resource 
management. 


Enter  a  numerical  rating  for  each  major  responsibility  in  the  Rating  column;  your  choices  are  5,  4.5,  4,  3.5,  3,  2.5,  2,  1.5, 
and  1.  Specific  written  comments  must  be  provided  for  performance  ratings  of  5,  4.5,  2,  1.5,  and  1,  explaining  why  these 
high  or  low  ratings  were  given.  Also,  if  the  employee's  achievement  in  one  responsibility  differs  substantially  from  the 
achievement  in  another,  this  should  be  discussed  in  the  Appraiser's  Comments  section. 

The  numerical  rating  for  each  major  responsibility  times  its  assigned  weight  gives  a  numerical  score;  find  the  sum  of  scores 
for  all  major  responsibilities,  and  convert  this  to  a  rated  performance  level  (see  the  Managers'  Performance  Appraisal 
Worksheet).  Enter  the  OVERALL  RATING  (not  the  total  score)  on  the  Performance  Appraisal  Form.  Complete  the  comments 
portion  of  the  appraisal  form  to  document  the  employee's  overall  achievements  and  areas  in  need  of  improvement. 
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Major  Responsibilities 


1.  Edit  articles: 

A.  Edit  articles  for  content,  clarity,  organization, 
length,  readability,  house  style,  grammar,  spelling 
and  impact. 

B.  Communicate  with  authors  in  person  and  by  telephone, 
letter,  fax,  and  e-mail  to  revise  and  clarify  arti¬ 
cles,  including  satisfying  referees'  comments,  and 
also  to  obtain  approval  of  authors  about  editing 
changes . 

C.  Negotiate  with  authors  for  tables,  charts,  graphs, 
diagrams,  photographs,  including  possible  cover  art. 
Select  art,  write  and  edit  captions. 

D.  Revise  articles  in  conjunction  with  copy  editor, 
editor  and  authors'  corrections. 

E.  Proofread  galleys,  help  prepare  page  layouts,  check 
bluelines . 

F.  Perform  these  tasks  in  accordance  with  production 
schedule . 


2.  Review  Manuscripts: 

A.  Read  submitted  manuscripts  at  request  of  the  editor 
and  return  a  review  with  regard  to  the  suitability  of 
the  manuscript  for  publication.  These  manuscripts  in¬ 
clude  feature  articles,  letters  to  the  editor  and 
opinion  pieces. 


B.  After  editor  recommends  referees,  ask  them  to  review 
manuscripts  and  communicate  with  them  to  ensure  the 
reviews  arrive. 
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Component  Tasks 


Comments 


Rating 


4.0 

■  Jeff  is  our  senior  editor  for  feature  articles..  He  can 
handle  a  wide  range  of  subjects  and  degrees  of  difficulty, 
and  always  produces  a  first-class  editing  job. 

■  Jeff  is  very  thorough  and  effective  at  communicating  with 
authors.  He  is  careful  to  get  the  best  possible  article 
onto  the  editing  desk  and  is  diligent  in  following  up  with 
authors . 


■  Fine.  Jeff  is  very  good  at  getting  good  illustrations  for 
articles . 


■  Fine. 


■  Fine. 


■  Jeff  is  very  conscious  of  the  schedule  and  tries  hard  to 
meet  deadlines.  He  tends  to  resis'z  requests  for  speeding 
up  the  editing  process,  claiming  Lt  would  jeopardise  qua¬ 
lity.  At  times,  it  would  be  more  useful  to  have  him 
process  more  articles  with  less  thoroughness.  For  1991, 

Jeff  edited  13  articles. 

Comparable  article  numbers  for  previous  years  were  15  1/2 
(1989)  and  16  (1990).  *Jeff  should  strive  to  maintain  the 
quantity  as  well  as  the  quality  o:  his  work. 

3 . 5 

■  Jeff  submits  careful  and  competent  reviews.  He  can  produce 
these  at  short  notice  if  asked,  but  is  careful  to  point 
out  that  this  will  take  him  off  editing  work  and  hence 
cause  delays.  Left  to  his  own  devices,  he  tends  to  work 
continuously  on  editing  and  leaves  reviews  until  he  is 
reminded.  This  can  cause  problems  if  the  editor  needs  a 
review  in  a  hurry  and  has  not  communicated  a  deadline 

for  it. 

■  Good.  As  in  1  above,  he  may  need  reminding. 

*  In  1991  Jeff  was  asked  to  help  with  article  solicitation  more 
than  in  previous  years.  One  article  he  adited  was  by  two  authors 
and  was  more  time-consuming  than  most. 
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Major  Responsibilities 


Weight 


3.  Support  the  editorial  effort  of  PT: 

A.  Submit  ideas  to  editor  for  feature  articles  and  to 
staff  reporters  and/or  editor  for  news  stories. 

B.  Attend  and  participate  in  staff  meetings  to  develop 
ideas  for  articles,  news  stories,  special  issues,  etc. 


15% 


C.  Have  discussions  with  other  editors  about  editorial 
matters  and  help  them  with  their  editing. 

D.  Read  relevant  periodicals  and  attend  relevant  meet¬ 
ings  to  keep  abreast  of  developments  in  physics. 
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Component  Tasks 


Comments 


■  Considering  his  seniority  and  experience,  Jeff  could 
submit  more  ideas. 

■  Jeff  will  attend  general  staff  meetings  when  asked,  but 
is  generally  guarded  with  his  comments  and  sometimes 
seems  preoccupied  with  his  own  materials.  In  small  meet¬ 
ings  his  contributions  are  usually  precise  and  helpful. 

■  Jeff  is  sought  out  by  a  number  of  members  of  the  staff 
for  advice  on  editing  and  is  help  :ul  in  consultations 
with  his  peers. 

■  Jeff  receives  a  lot  of  wide  range  of  periodicals  in  phys¬ 
ics,  science,  business  and  education.  However,  he  does 

not  appear  to  translate  many  things  he  reads  in  period¬ 
icals  into  publishable  ideas  for  articles  and  news 
items.  He  does  not  attend,  nor  asc  to  attend,  a  lot  of 
meetings . 
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Overall  Rating 


Appraiser's  Comments  -  Please  comment  on  the  employee's  overall  performance  during  this  appraisal  period,  including 
demonstrated  strengths  and  weaknesses.  Areas  needing  improvement  should  be  specified  and  observed  during  the  next 
appraisal  period. 

Jeff  is  a  fine  editor  of  feature  articles  and  a  good  reviewer. 


He  works  steadily  when  he  is  in  the  office  and  produces  a  good  volume 


of  work. 

If  he 

shared 

himself  a  bit 

more  in  staff  meet- 

ings, 

he 

would 

make  a 

more  rounded  ; 

staff  member.  Jeff  has  been 

on  the 

staff 

for  eleven  years 

;  as  associate 

editor  and  has  accumulated 

a  lot 

of  wisdom  about  the  magazine. 


Employee’s  Comments  -  Use  this  space,  if  desired,  to  comment  on  this  review. 


SIGNATURES: 

~  r\  r  A  il 

. . . . .  _  V 

Employee: 

Appraiser: 

x' 

Both  the  appraiser  and  employee  must  sign  and  date  the  form.  The  employee's  signature  does  not  necessarily  represent 
agreement  with  the  review,  but  that  he/she  has  seen  the  form  and  participated  in  the  performance  appraisal. 


:  WFc6  1992- 


H.R.  Review 


Date: 
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PHYSICS  TODAY 


PERFORMANCE  PLAN  1992 


3  February  1993 


PERIOD: 

Employee  Name: 
Division: 

Job  Title: 

Planning  Date: 


February  1992-January  1993 
Jeff  Schmidt 

Physics  Today  Manager:  Gloria  Lubkin 

Associate  Editor  Reporting  to:  Ken  McNaughton 

Level  II 

Review  Date(s): 


Major  Responsibility  1*  Edit  articles 

Weight:  70% 

Component  tasks : 

1.  Communicate  with  authors  in  person  and  by  telephone, 
letter,  fax,  telephone  and  e-mail  to  revise  and  clarify 
articles,  including  satisfying  referees'  comments,  and  also 
to  obtain  approval  of  authors  about  editing  changes. 

2.  Edit  articles  for  content,  clarity,  organization,  length, 
readability,  house  style,  grammar,  spelling  and  impact. 

3.  Negotiate  with  author  for  tables,  charts,  graphs, 
diagrams,  photographs,  including  possible  cover  art.  Select 
art,  write  and  edit  captions. 

4.  Revise  article  in  conjunction  with  copy  editor,  editor 
and  author's  corrections. 

5.  Proofread  galleys,  help  prepare  page  layouts,  check 
bluelines. 

6.  Perform  these  tasks  in  accordance  with  production 
schedule. 

Major  Responsibility  2:  Review  manuscripts 

Weight:  15% 

Component  tasks: 

1.  Read  submitted  manuscripts  at  request  of  the  editor  and 
submit  a  review  with  regard  to  the  suitability  of  the 
manuscript  for  publication.  These  manuscripts  include 
feature  articles,  letters  to  the  editor  and  opinion  pieces. 

2.  After  editor  recommends  referees,  ask  them  to  review 
manuscripts  and  communicate  with  them  to  ensure  reviews 
arrive. 

Major  Responsibility  3:  Support  the  editorial  effort  of  PT 

Weight:  15% 

Component  tasks: 

1.  Submit  ideas  for  feature  articles  and  news  stories. 

2.  Attend  and  participate  in  staff  meetings  to  develop  ideas 
for  articles,  news  stories,  special  issues,  etc. 

3.  Have  discussions  with  other  editors  about  editorial 
matters  and  help  them  with  their  editing. 

4 .  Read  relevant  periodicals  and  attend  relevant  meetings  to 
keep  abreast  of  devlepments  in  physics. 
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PHYSICS  TODAY 


PERFORMANCE  PLAN  1993 


3  February  1993 


PERIOD: 

Employee  Name: 
Division: 

Job  Title: 


February  199 3 -January  1994 
Jeff  Schmidt 

Physics  Today  Manager:  Gloria  Lubkin 

Associate  Editor  Reporting  to:  Ken  McNaughton 

Level  II 


Major  Responsibility  1:  Edit  articles 
Weight:  70% 

Component  tasks: 

1.  Communicate  with  authors  in  person  and  by  telephone, 
letter,  fax,  telephone  and  e-mail  to  revise  and  clarify 
articles,  including  satisfying  referees'  comments,  and  also 
to  obtain  approval  of  authors  about  editing  changes. 

2.  Edit  articles  for  content,  clarity,  organization,  length, 
readability,  house  style,  grammar,  spelling  and  impact. 

3.  Negotiate  with  author  for  tables,  charts,  graphs, 
diagrams,  photographs,  including  possible  cover  art.  Select 
art,  write  and  edit  captions. 

4.  Revise  article  in  conjunction  with  copy  editor,  editor 
and  author's  corrections. 

5.  Proofread  galleys,  help  prepare  page  layouts,  check 
bluelines. 

6.  Perform  these  tasks  in  accordance  with  production 
schedule. 


Major  Responsibility  2:  Solicit  and  review  manuscripts 

Weight:  20% 

Component  tasks : 

With  regard  to  assigned  feature  articles,  and  in 
consultation  with  the  editor-in-chief: 

1.  Get  in  touch  with  the  author  when  the  outline  is  due. 

2.  Seek  advice  from  a  referee  on  the  outline 

3.  Give  feedback  to  the  author  about  the  outline. 

4.  Call  the  author  when  the  manuscript  is  due. 

5.  Evaluate  the  manuscript 

6.  Contact  a  referee 


Major  Responsibility  3:  Support  the  editorial  effort  of  PT 

Weight:  10% 

Component  tasks: 

1.  Submit  ideas  for  feature  articles  and  news  stories. 

2.  Attend  and  participate  in  staff  meetings  to  develop  ideas 
for  articles,  news  stories,  special  issues,  etc. . 

3.  On  request,  read  and  review  submitted  manuscripts  for 
letters  to  the  editor  and  opinion  pieces. 

4.  Read  relevant  periodicals  and  attend  relevant  meetings  to 
keep  abreast  of  devlepments  in  physics. 
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AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  PHYSICS 
EXEMPT  PERFORMANCE  PLAN  AND  APPRAISAL  FORM 


Employee  Name:  Jeff  Schmidt 

Division:  Physics  Today _ Manager:  Gloria  Lubkin 

Reporting  To:  Ken  McNaughton 

Job  Title:  Associate  Editor  Level  II _ _ 

Planning  Date: _  Review  Date(s): _ 


+  —  +  —  +  —  +  —  +  —  +  —  +  —  +  —  + - I-  —  +  —  +  —  +  —  +  =  +  —  +  —  +  —  +  —  +  —  +  =  +  =  +  =  + 


Instructions  for  Performance  Appraisal:  Review  your  completed  planning  form  and  notes  to  assess  the  effectiveness  with 
which  the  employee  carried  out  each  responsibility.  Select  the  numerical  rating  level  (summarized  below)  that  best  suits 
actual  performance  for  each  major  responsibility.  All  component  tasks  should  be  reviewed  in  order  to  determine  how  well 
a  responsibility  has  been  fulfilled. 


5  Consistently  Exceeds  Job  Requirements  -  Performance  is  consistently  exceptional;  employee  demonstrates 
unusually  high  level  of  accomplishment,  and  has  mastered  all  essential  elements  of  the  component  tasks  in  this 
responsibility. 

4  Exceeds  Job  Requirements  -  Consistently  performs  full  range  of  tasks  in  this  responsibility  in  a  manner  fa?  above 
satisfactory.  Has  full  understanding  of  all  aspects  of  this  responsibility. 

3  Meets  Job  Reguirements  -  Performance  is  satisfactory.  Employee  accomplishes  tasks  and  meets  expectations. 
Improvement  continues  at  the  expected  rate,  and  performance  is  what  can  be  expected  from  a  well-qualified 
individual.  Employee  requires  a  minimum  amount  of  counsel,  guidance,  and  supervision. 

2  Partially  Meets  Job  Requirements  -  Needs  improvement  to  meet  acceptable  level  of  performance;  may  still  require 
considerable  supervision  before  performance  is  satisfactory.  May  be  characterized  by  insufficient  knowledge, 
ineffective  planning,  and/or  unproductive  resource  management. 

1  Does  Not  Meet  Job  Reguirements  -  Has  demonstrated  only  minimally  acceptable  level  of  performance.  May  be 
characterized  by  lack  of  knowledge,  ambivalent  judgement,  negligent  planning,  and/or  wasteful  resource 
management. 


Enter  a  numerical  rating  for  each  major  responsibility  in  the  Rating  column;  your  choices  are  5,  4.5,  4,  3.5,  3,  2.5,  2,  1.5, 
and  1.  Specific  written  comments  must  be  provided  for  performance  ratings  of  5,  4.5,  2,  1.5,  and  1,  explaining  why  these 
high  or  low  ratings  were  given.  Also,  if  the  employee's  achievement  in  one  responsibility  differs  substantially  from  the 
achievement  in  another,  this  should  be  discussed  in  the  Appraiser’s  Comments  section. 

The  numerical  rating  for  each  major  responsibility  times  its  assigned  weight  gives  a  numerical  score;  find  the  sum  of  scores 
for  all  major  responsibilities,  and  convert  this  to  a  rated  performance  level  (see  the  Managers'  Performance  Appraisal 
Worksheet).  Enter  the  OVERALL  FIATING  (not  the  total  score)  on  the  Performance  Appraisal  Form.  Complete  the  comments 
portion  of  the  appraisal  form  to  document  the  employee's  overall  achievements  and  areas  in  need  of  improvement. 


S 001310 


Major  Responsibilities 


Weight 


Edit 

A. 


B. 


80% 


tes, 


td 


C. 


D. 


E. 


articles : 

Communicate  with  authors  in  person  and  by  telephone, 
letter,  fax,  and  e-mail  to  revise  and  clarify  artic 
including  satisfying  referees'  comments,  and  also 
obtain  approval  of  authors  about  editing  changes. 

Edit  articles  for  content,  clarity,  organization,  lefngth, 
readability,  house  style,  grammar,  spelling  and  imp 
Negotiate  with  author  for  tables,  charts,  graphs,  di| 
photographs,  including  possible  cover  art.  Select 
and  edit  captions. 

Revise  article  in  conjunction  with  copy  editor,  edit! 
author's  corrections. 

Proofread  galleys,  help  prepare  page  layouts,  check 
bluelines. 

Perform  these  tasks  in  accordance  with  production  schedule. 


act , 
agrams , 
a|rt,  write 


or  and 


2.  Take  responsibility  for  assigned  feature  articles, 
in  consultation  with  the  editor-in-chief: 

A.  Get  in  touch  with  the  author  when  the  outline  is  due 

B.  Seek  advice  from  a  referee  on  the  outline 

C.  Give  feedback  to  the  author  about  the  outline. 

D.  Call  the  author  when  the  manuscript  is  due. 

E.  Evaluate  the  manuscript 

F.  Contact  a  referee 


15 


% 


3.  Support  the  editorial  effort  of  PT: 

A.  Read  submitted  manuscripts  at  request  of  the  editor 
and  submit  a  review  with  regard  to  the  suitability  of 
the  manuscript  for  publication.  These  manuscripts 
include  feature  articles,  letters  to  the  editor  and 
opinion  pieces. 

B.  Submit  ideas  for  feature  articles  and  news  stories. 

C.  Attend  and  participate  in  staff  meetings  to  develop 
ideas  for  articles,  news  stories,  special  issues,  etc. 
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Component  Tasks 


Comments 


Rating 


1.  Jeff  is  a  diligent  editor  and  follows  each  step  of  the  3.0 

editing  process  very  carefully.  He  :.s  good  at  communicating  with 
authors  and  gets  good  results  from  them,  including  revisions.  He  pays 
attention  to  schedule  and  predicts  where  bottlenecks  might  occur.  Jeff 
is  the  primary  editor  for  feature  articles  at  PT.  He  edited  the  follow¬ 
ing  numbers  of  articles  in  these  years  (using  for  comparison,  the 
months  in  which  these  articles  were  published,  March  through  February, 
listing  by  the  March  date;  some  of  these  numbers  involve  revisions  from 
numbers  used  in  last  year's  review;  the  current  numbers  were  developed 
from  consistent  records  in  the  art  department,  whereas  some  of  the 
numbers  used  last  year  were  quotes  from  a  former  appraiser) : 

Year:  1986  1987  1988  1989  1990  1991  1992 

Number:  19  15  16  13  13  13  12 

Jeff  prefers  to  work  carefully  and  thoroughly  on  a  smaller  number  of 
manuscripts,  and  resists  pressure  to  do  more,  even  when  asked  to  edit 
more  quickly  and  less  thoroughly  and  thereby  perhaps  not  make  an 
article  as  clear,  concise  and  readable  as  he  is  capable  of  doing.  It 
should  be  noted  that  Jeff  has  taken  on  more  responsibility  for  assigned 
articles  in  the  last  twelve  months,  as  discussed  in  the  next  section. 
However,  1993  is  going  to  be  a  difficult  year  for  PT  because  of  the 
upcoming  move  and  pressure  to  release  more  editors  for  Search  and 
Discovery.  Jeff  will  be  required  to  edit  more  articles  than  he  has  been 
doing  1989-1992,  and  more  like  the  rate  he  maintained  1986-1988 He 
will  therefore  be  assigned  two  articles  in  most  months,  and  will  be 
expected  to  edit  16  published  artic.es  March  93  through  February  94. 

2.  This  procedure  was  developed  with  Jeff  and  the  other  article  3.0 
editors  and  formalized  around  August  1992  as  a  method  of  getting 
editors  involved  with  the  author  earlier  in  the  process,  and  as  a  way 
of  trying  to  get  more  articles  in  tie  pipeline.  Although  Jeft  appears 
to  like  the  idea  of  getting  involved  earlier  in  the  cycle,  he  resisted 
the  idea  of  having  to  do  more  work,  saying  that  it  would  be  difficult 
to  get  all  his  editing  done.  It  is  :elt  that  some  reduction  of  editing 
may  be  necessary  to  allow  this  extra  step.  Jeff  is  very  capable  on  all 
steps  and  needs  to  allow  time  for  these  tasks  during  his  editing  day. 

3.  Jeff  is  a  careful  reviewer  of  manuscripts  and  his  opinion:;  2.0 

are  valuable.  He  reviewed  a  reasonable  number  of  feature  articles  in 
the  last  twelve  months  (12),  but  he  takes  a  long  time  to  return  the 
review  (average  41  days) .  He  needs  :o  aim  to  return  all  reviews  within 
two  weeks.  Jeff  is  not  strong  on  submitting  ideas  for  feature  articles 
and  news  stories. 


3 . 0 

Overall  Rating  _ 
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Appraiser's  Comments  -  Please  comment  on  the  employee 's  overall  performance  during  this  appraisal  period,  including 
demonstrated  strengths  and  weaknesses.  Areas  needing  improvement  should  be  specified  and  observed  during  the  next 
appraisal  period. 


Jeff  is  a  good  editor  and  can  be  trusted  to  do  a  good  job  in 
relating  Lu  pruminenL  physicist~cruLliuis.  He  Lends  Lu  lesist  pres- 
sure  and  this  makes  it  difficult  to  adjust  loads  in  times  of 
stress,  which  we  have  now  because  of  various  changes  at  the  maga¬ 
zine.  He  has  taken  on  some  additional  responsibility  Tor  assigned 
articles  and  needs  to  continue  to  be  attuned  to  what  is  required 
at  the  magazine,  rather  than  what  he  is  used  to  or  what  he  would 
preter  tor  his  own  workload,  jeff  makes  himseir  available  ror  a 
number  of  editors  who  consult  him  on  matters  relating  to  their 
own  work. 


N 


\ 


Employee's  Comments  -  Use  this  space,  if  desired,  to  comment  on  this  review. 


See~  re  r  Tctz  ctJ  7_xrL£_  CWtJ&f- 


SIGNATURES: 
Employee:  IL  • 


Appraiser L _ J&JjM.  iAX/7M2L-v\ 

^f^/ZrlManager,  Director  or  Officer) 


Date:  17/fgg.  j J 
Date: 


Both  the  appraiser  and  employee  must  sign  and  date  the  form.  The  employee's  signature  does  not  necessarily  represent 
agreement  with  the  review,  but  that  he/she  has  seen  the  form  and  participated  in  the  performance  appraisal. 


H.R.  Review 


Date: 
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AMERICAN 

INSTITUTE  INTER  -  OFFICE  MEMORANDUM 

QgPHYSICS 

February  17,  1993 


To: 

From: 

Subject: 


Jeff  Schmidt 
cc:  Terri  Braun 
Ken  McNaughton 
Title  change 


,  Gloria  Lubkin, 


Jeff 

The  goals  we  have  discussed  in  your  performance  appraisal  call  for 
you  to  edit  more  articles  per  month  than  you  have  been  doing  over 
the  last  four  years,  1989-1992.  A  rate  of  16  articles  per  year 
means  about  1.3  articles  per  month,  for  example: 


March 

Zabusky 

Dawson 

April 

Tsong 

May 

Lewis  or  something  else 

June 

Mendez 

Plus? 

July 

One 

August 

One 

Another 

If  we  aim  at  this  schedule  for  you,  it  would  be  nine  articles  in 
six  months.  Allowing  for  glitches  (which  sometimes  happen)  this 
should  guarantee  you  edit  eight  articles  in  six  months,  which  is 
the  required  rate. 

You  are  required  to  take  responsibility  for  assigned  articles  as 
discussed  in  the  review. 


You  should  return  your  reviews  of  submitted  manuscripts  within  two 
weeks  of  receiving  them. 


If  you  can  meet  these  goals  and  maintain  satisfactory  performance, 
we  would  evaluate  your  performance  again  early  in  August  and 
recommend  a  title  change  to  be  considered  by  the  Personnel 
Committee  in  August. 


,  /  / 

x  Ken  McNaughton 

Managing  Editor 
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AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  PHYSICS 
EXEMPT  PERFORMANCE  PLAN  AND  APPRAISAL  FORM 


/ 

/ 


Employee  Name: _ Jeff  Schmidt _ 

Division:  Physics  Today _ Manager. _ 

.  .  Senior  Associate  Editor 

Job  Trtle: _ 

Planning  Date:  _ _ Review  Date(s): 


Gloria  Lubkin 


+=+=+=+=+=+=+=+=+=+=+=+=+=+=+=+=+=+=+=+=+=+=+=+=+=+ 


Instructions  for  Performance  Appraisal:  Review  your  completed  planning  form  and  notes  to  assess  the  effectiveness  with 
which  the  employee  carried  out  each  responsibility.  Select  the  numerical  rating  level  (summarized  below)  that  best  suits 
actual  performance  for  each  major  responsibility.  Ail  component  tasks  should  be  reviewed  in  order  to  determine  how  well 
a  responsibility  has  been  fulfilled. 


5  Consistently  Exceeds  Job  Requirements  -  Performance  is  consistently  exceptional;  employee  demonstrates 
unusually  high  level  of  accomplishment,  and  has  mastered  all  essential  elements  of  the  component  tasks  in  this 
responsibility. 

4  Exceeds  Job  Requirements  -  Consistently  performs  full  range  of  tasks  in  this  responsibility  in  a  manner  far  above 
satisfactory.  Has  full  understanding  of  all  aspects  of  this  responsibility. 

3  Meets  Job  Requirements  -  Performance  is  satisfactory.  Employee  accomplishes  tasks  and  meets  expectations. 
Improvement  continues  at  the  expected  rate,  and  performance  is  what  can  be  expected  from  a  well-qualified 
individual.  Employee  requires  a  minimum  amount  of  counsel,  guidance,  and  supervision. 

2  Partially  Meet s  Job  Requirements  -  Needs  improvement  to  meet  acceptable  level  of  performance;  may  still  require 

considerable  supervision  before  performance  is  satisfactory.  May  be  characterized  by  insufficient  knowledge, 
ineffective  planning,  and/or  unproductive  resource  management. 

1  Doss  Not  Meet  Job  Requirements  -  Has  demonstrated  only  minimally  acceptable  level  of  performance.  May  be 
characterized  by  lack  of  knowledge,  ambivalent  judgement,  negligent  planning,  and/or  wasteful  resource 
management. 


Enter  a  numerical  rating  for  each  major  responsibility  in  the  Rating  column;  your  choices  are  5,  4.5,  4,  3.5,  3,  2.5,  2,  1.5, 
and  1.  Specific  written  comments  must  be  provided  for  performance  ratings  of  5,  4.5,  2,  1.5,  and  1,  explaining  why  these 
high  or  low  ratings  were  given.  Also,  if  the  employee’s  achievement  in  one  responsibility  differs  substantially  from  the 
achievement  in  another,  this  should  be  discussed  in  the  Appraiser’s  Comments  section. 

The  numerical  rating  for  each  major  responsibility  times  its  assigned  weight  gives  a  numerical  score;  find  the  sum  of  scores 
for  all  major  responsibilities,  and  convert  this  to  a  rated  performance  level  (see  the  Managers'  Performance  Appraisal 
Worksheet).  Enter  the  OVERALL  RATING  (not  the  total  score)  on  the  Performance  Appraisal  Form.  Complete  the  comments 
portion  of  the  appraisal  form  to  document  the  employee's  overall  achievements  and  areas  in  need  of  improvement. 


S  001315 


PQ  U 


Major  Responsibilities 


Weight 


1.  Edit  articles:  80% 

A.  Communicate  with  authors  in  person  and  by  telephone, 
letter,  fax  and  e-mail  to  revise  and  clarify 
articles,  including  satisfying  referees'  comments, 
and  also  to  obtain  approval  of  authors  about  editing 
changes . 

B.  Edit  articles  for  content,  clarity,  organization, 
length,  readability,  house  style,  grammar,  spelling 
and  impact . 

C.  Negotiate  with  author  for  tables,  charts,  graphs, 
diagrams,  photographs,  including  possible  cover  art. 

Select  art,  write  and  edit  captions. 

D.  Revise  article  in  conjunction  with  copy  editor, 
editor  and  author's  corrections. 

E.  Proofread  galleys,  help  prepare  page  layouts,  check 
bluelines . 

F.  Perform  these  tasks  in  accordance  with  production 
schedule . 


2.  Take  responsibility  for  assigned  feature  articles,  15% 

in  consultation  with  the  editor-in-chief: 

A.  Get  in  touch  with  the  author  when  the  outline  is  due/ 

B.  Seek  advice  from  a  referee  on  the  outline 

C.  Give  feedback  to  the  author  about  the  outline. 

D.  Call  the  author  when  the  manuscript  is  due. 

E.  Evaluate  the  manuscript. 

F.  Contact  a  referee. 


3.  Support  the  editorial  effort  of  PT: 

A.  Read  submitted  manuscripts  at  request  of  the  editor 
and  submit  a  review  with  regard  to  the  suitability 
of  the  manuscript  for  publication.  These  manuscripts 
include  feature  articles,  letters  to  the  editor  and 
opinion  pieces. 

Submit  ideas  for  feature  articles  and  news  stories. 
Attend  and  participate  in  staff  meetings  to  develop 
ideas  for  articles,  news  stories,  special  issues, 
etc . 


5% 


S  001316 


Component  Tasks 


Comments 


Rating 


1. 


Jeff  continues  to  do  a  thorough 
editing  feature  articles.  He  ecj 
(published  Mar.  93  -  Feb.  94] 
disruptive  relocation  to  Colleg^ 
of  editing  16  articles  a  year, 
about  1.3  articles  a  month.  Thi 
the  next  twelve  months.  Jeff  s 
the  magazine  get  back  on  schedu 
deadlines . 


and  professional  job  of 
ited  14  in  this  period 
\fhich  included  a 

Park.  Jeff  is  capable 
\fhich  is  an  average  of 
s  should  be  his  goal  for 
ljould  continue  to  help 
e.  by  continuing  to  meet  H 


largest  number  of 
of  the  PT  staff, 
eneral  he  handled 


Jeff  took  responsibility  for  the 
assigned  articles  handled  by  any 
often  around  13  at  a  time.  In 

these  in  an  efficient  and  productive  manner.  It 
would  be  helpful  if  he  would  get:  into  the  habit  of 
bringing  his  list  of  assigned  articles,  or  relevant 
pouches,  when  he  is  called  to  a  meeting  witl 
Editor  and  Managing  Editor  to  discuss  these 
responsibilities. 


Jeff  reviewed  about  seven  artic 
between  2/17/93  and  7/8/93  and 
improvement  on  his  turnaround  t 
was  a  review  of  an  article  by 
was  assigned  just  before  the  re 
18,  and  was  not  returned  until 
this  may  have  got  caught  up  in 
be  careful  not  to  let  reviews  " 
Jeff  does  not  submit  many  ideas 
and  news  stories. 


es  in  the  period 
ftas  made  a  big 
me.  One  exception 
en  Gingerich  which 
ocation,  on  October 
January  11.  Although 
phe  move,  Jeff  should 
all  through  the  cracks." 
for  feature  articles 


is  copy 
3.5 


3.0 


2.0 


Overall  Rating 
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, Appraiser’s  Comments  -  Please  comment  on  the  employee's  overall  performance  during  this  appraisal  period,  including 
demonstrated  strengths  and  weaknesses.  Areas  needing  improvement  should  be  specified  and  observed  during  the  next 
appraisal  period. 

Jeff  was  asked  to  improve  his  rate  of  editing  articles  in 
February  1993  over  the  succeeding  six-month  period,  to  return 

_ reviews  of  articles  factor  and  to—eontinue  talcing  responsibility 

for  assigned  articles.  He  fulfilled  the  requirements  and  was 

promoted  to  senior  associate  editor  effective  8/1/93 .  .  Jeff _ 

- elected  to  relocate  to  Maryland  and  has  settled  into  Llie  new 

situation.  This  has  been  a  period  of  major  dislocation  for  the 
staff  and  Jeff  has  been  an  important  factor  in  continuing 

- operations — srfc — PT: — While — his  production  of  work  has  continued  to 

be  satisfactory  under  the  circumstances ,  Jeff  has  chosen  to 
ignore  AIP's  requirement  that  all  ACP  staff  be  present  between 

- the  hums  uf  9  a. m.  and  4  prnn — He  arrives  typicany  oetween  y 

a.m.  and  10:50  a.m.  (see  note  re  31  January  1994).  His 
justification  seems  to  be  that  it  shouldn't  matter,  providing  he 

- does  enough  work: — Jeff  claims  that  ne  stays  late  and  works  much 

longer  hours  than  required.  If  Jeff  wants  to  campaign  for 
different  hours,  it  would  be  preferable  that  he  accept  the 

- existing  rules  and  work  to  cnange  them,  rather  than  setting  a 

rebellious  example  to  others  on  the  staff. 

Employee’s  Comments  -  Use  this  space,  if  desired,  to  comment  on  this  review. 


SIGNATURES: 


Employee: 
Appraiser. 


Id/Er 


Berfh  the  appraiser  and  employee  must  sign  and  date  the  form.  The  employee  s  signature  does  not  necessarily  represent 
agreement  with  the  review,  but  that  he/she  has  seen  the  form  and  participated  in  the  performance  appraisal. 


H.R.  Review 


Date: 


S 001318 


PHYSICS  TODAY 


PERFORMANCE  REVIEW  1995 


15  February  1995 


PERIOD: 

Employee  Name: 
Division : 

Job  Title: 
Reporting  to: 


February  1994-January  1995 
Jeff  Schmidt 

Physics  Today  Manager: 

Editor 

The  Editor  of  Physics  Today 


Charles  Harris 


OVERALL  RATING:  3.0 


Major  Responsibility  1:  Edit  articles 

Weight:  80%  Rating:  3.0  Score:  240 

Component  tasks : 

1.  Communicate  with  authors  in  person  and  by  telephone, 
letter,  fax,  telephone  and  e-mail  to  revise  and  clarify 
articles,  including  satisfying  referees'  comments,  and  also 
to  obtain  approval  of  authors  about  editing  changes. 

2.  Edit  articles  for  content,  clarity,  organization,  length, 
readability,  house  style,  grammar,  spelling  and  impact. 

3.  Negotiate  with  author  for  tables,  charts,  graphs, 
diagrams,  photographs,  including  possible  cover  art.  Select 
art,  write  and  edit  captions. 

4.  Revise  article  in  conjunction  with  copy  editor,  editor 
and  author's  corrections. 

5.  Proofread  galleys,  help  prepare  page  layouts,  check 
bluelines. 

6.  Perform  these  tasks  in  accordance  with  production 
schedule . 


Comments:  Jeff  is  very  good  at  taking  technical  articles  and 

making  them  readable.  He  does  a  thorough  editing  job  and  his 
articles  don't  usually  need  much  extra  work  to  get  them  into 
publishable  form,  either  in  the  text  or  the  illustrations. 

Between  February  1994  and  January  1995,  Jeff  edited  ten  feature 
articles  and  two  two-page  introductory  pieces.  Because  the  March 
1994  issue  closed  March  11  and  the  March  1995  issue  closed 
February  10,  Jeff  was  actually  asked  to  work  on  13  issues  in  this 
twelve  month  review  period.  If  we  consider  the  two  introductory 
articles  combined  to  be  equivalent  to  one  regular  article,  Jeff's 
productivity  amounts  to  0.85  articles  per  issue,  or  0.9  articles 
per  calendar  month. 

In  Jeff's  performance  review  of  2/94,  it  was  noted  that  he 
edited  14  feature  articles  (published  Mar.  93  -  Feb.  94),  and  his 
production  of  work  was  considered  "satisfactory  under  the 
circumstances."  This  period  included  a  disruptive  relocation  to 
College  Park.  The  review  noted  that  "Jeff  is  capable  of  editing 
16  articles  a  year,  an  average  of  about  1.3  articles  a  month. 

This  should  be  his  goal  for  the  next  twelve  months." 

Jeff  did  not  meet  this  goal  in  1994. 
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S 001319 


Major  Responsibility  2:  Take  responsibility  for  assigned  articles 
Weight:  15%  Rating:  3.5  Score:  52.5 

Component  tasks: 

With  regard  to  assigned  feature  articles,  and  in 
consultation  with  the  editor-in-chief: 

1.  Get  in  touch  with  the  author  when  the  outline  is  due. 

2.  Seek  advice  from  a  referee  on  the  outline 

3.  Give  feedback  to  the  author  about  the  outline. 

4.  Call  the  author  when  the  manuscript  is  due. 

5.  Evaluate  the  manuscript 

6.  Contact  a  referee 

Comments:  Jeff  carries  the  heaviest  load  of  assigned 

articles  and  is  usually  thorough,  perceptive  and  reasonably 
prompt . 

Major  Responsibility  3:  Support  the  editorial  effort  of  PT 

Weight:  5%  Rating:  3  Score:  15 

Component  tasks: 

1.  Read  submitted  manuscripts  at  request  of  the  editor  and 
submit  a  review  with  regard  to  the  suitability  of  the 
manuscript  for  publication.  These  manuscripts  include 
feature  articles,  letters  to  the  editor  and  opinion  pieces. 

2.  Submit  ideas  for  feature  articles  and  news  stories. 

3.  Attend  and  participate  in  staff  meetings  to  develop  ideas 
for  articles,  news  stories,  special  issues,  etc. 

4.  Read  relevant  periodicals  and  attend  relevant  meetings  to 
keep  abreast  of  developments  in  physics. 

Comments:  Jeff's  reviews  are  usually  insightful, 

intellectually  critical  and  reasonably  prompt.  The  computer  log 
shows  that  Jeff  reviewed  nine  feature  articles  and  twenty  six 
letters  in  this  period.  Jeff  is  not  a  big  source  of  ideas  for 
news  stories  and  feature  articles,  but  he  often  makes  interesting 
comments  in  meetings  that  are  well  thought  out  and  sometimes 
these  turn  out  to  be  ideas  that  no  one  else  has  articulated. 

Appraisers  Comments: 

Jeff  is  a  very  capable  editor  and  does  an  excellent  job  of 
editing  feature  articles  and  a  good  job  of  handling  the 
other  duties  described  above.  His  productivity  on  his  main 
function  of  editing  feature  articles  is  below  capacity. 

With  the  magazine's  call  for  more  but  shorter  articles,  Jeff 
must  aim  to  edit  a  minimum  of  16  articles  published  April 
1995  to  March  1996. 
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Employee's  Comments: 


SIGNATURES:  . 

Employee:  ... 
Appraiser:  .  . 


Date  :  A^C  .  . 

Date:  57 


Both  the  appraiser  and  the  employee  must  sign  and  date  the 
form.  The  employee's  signature  does  not  necessarily  represent 
agreement  with  the  review  but  that  he/she  has  seen  the  form  and 
participated  in  the  performance  appraisal. 

H.R.  Review: . Date: . 
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PHYSICS  TODAY 


PERFORMANCE  PLAN  1994 


18  February  1994 


PERIOD:  February  1994-January  1995 

Employee  Name:  Jeff  Schmidt  ; 

Division:  Physics  Today  Manager:  Gloria  Lubkin 

Job  Title:  Senior  Associate  Reporting  to:  Ken  McNaughton 

Editor 


Major  Responsibility  1:  Edit  articles 
Weight:  80% 

Component  tasks: 

1.  Communicate  with  authors  in  person  and  by  telephone, 
letter,  fax,  telephone  and  e-mail  to  revise  and  clarify 
articles,  including  satisfying  referees'  comments,  and  also 
to  obtain  approval  of  authors  about  editing  changes. 

2.  Edit  articles  for  content,  clarity,  organization,  length, 
readability,  house  style,  grammar,  spelling  and  impact. 

3.  Negotiate  with  author  for  tables,  charts,  graphs, 
diagrams,  photographs,  including  possible  cover  art.  Select 
art,  write  and  edit  captions. 

4.  Revise  article  in  conjunction  with  copy  editor,  editor 
and  author's  corrections. 

5.  Proofread  galleys,  help  prepare  page  layouts,  check 
bluelines. 

6.  Perform  these  tasks,  in  accordance  with  production 
schedule . 

Major  Responsibility  2:  Take  responsibity  for  assigned  articles 
Weight:  15% 

Component  tasks: 

With  regard  to  assigned  feature  articles,  and  in 
consultation  with  the  editor-in-chief: 

1.  Get  in  touch  with  the  author  when  the  outline  is  due. 

2.  Seek  advice  from  a  referee  on  the  outline 

3.  Give  feedback  to  the  author  about  the  outline. 

4.  Call  the  author  when  the  manuscript  is  due. 

5.  Evaluate  the  manuscript 

6.  Contact  a  referee 

Major  Responsibility  3:  Support  the  editorial  effort  of  PT 
Weight:  5% 

Component  tasks: 

1.  Read  submitted  manuscripts  at  request  of  the  editor  and 
submit  a  review  with  regard  to  the  suitability  of  the 
manuscript  for  publication.  These  manuscripts  include 
feature  articles,  letters  to  the  editor  and  opinion  pieces. 

2.  Submit  ideas  for  feature  articles  and  news  stories. 

3.  Attend  and  participate  in  staff  meetings  to  develop  ideas 
for  articles,  news  stories,  special  issues,  etc. 

4.  Read  relevant  periodicals  and  attend  relevant  meetings  to 
keep  abreast  of  devlepments  in  physics. 


S  001322 


PHYSICS  TODAY 


January  27,  1995 


JOB  DESCRIPTION 


Initials: 

Job  title: 
Branch/Division : 
Reports  to: 


JS 

Editor 

Physics  Programs/Physics  Today 
Editor 


BRIEF  DESCRIPTION  OF  JOB  DUTIES: 

Take  responsibility  for  assigned  articles,  dealing  with  authors 
and  reviewers;  edit  the  articles 


ESSENTIAL  FUNCTIONS: 

1.  Edit  feature  articles  in  conjunction  with  authors;  negotiate 
for  artwork;  monitor  articles  through  production 

2.  Take  responsibility  for  assigned  articles;  this  includes 
reviewing  the  article,  obtaining  an  outside  review  and 
conveying  recommended  revisions  to  the  author 

3.  Review  feature  articles  and  letters  to  the  editor 

4.  Provide  editorial  support  through  staff  discussions,  reading 
and  traveling  to  keep  abreast  of  the  field  and  offering 
suggestions  for  articles  and  stories. 


QUALIFICATIONS: 

Graduate  level  training  in  physics  or  other  physical  science; 
several  years'  experience  in  editing  or  writing  for  a  scientific 
or  technical  magazine 


S  001323 


PHYSICS  TODAY 


PERFORMANCE  REVIEW  1996 


March  12,  1996 


PERIOD: 

Employee  Name: 
Division : 

Job  Title: 
Reporting  to: 


February  1995-January  1996 
Jeff  Schmidt 

Physics  Today  Manager: 

Senior  Associate  Editor 
Steve  Benka 


Steve  Benka 


Overall  Rating:  4 

Major  Responsibility  1:  Edit  articles 

Weight:  80%  Rating:  4.0  Rating:  320 

Component  tasks : 

1.  Edit  articles  for  content  (including  art),  clarity, 
organization,  length,  readability,  house  style,  grammar, 
spelling  and  impact.  Do  this  in  conjunction  with  authors 
and  the  editor,  and  so  as  to  meet  editorial  deadlines. . 

2.  See  articles  through  production.  This  includes  obtaining 
or  performing  revisions,  proofreading,  preparing  layouts  and 
checking  bluelines,  all  so  as  to  meet  editorial  deadlines. 

Comments:  Jeff  does  a  thorough  and  professional  job  of  editing 

feature  articles.  He  edited  16  in  this  period  (published  Mar.  --95 
-  Feb.  96) ,  including  one  that  was  very  difficult  (Platzman)  and 
four  assigned  to  him  for  quick  production  (Spano,  Goldberg, 
Martin,  and  Gruner) .  His  articles  are  generally  ready  on  time  and 
often  they  are  early.  The  editor  appreciates  this. 

Major  Responsibility  2:  Take  responsibility  for  assigned  articles 

Weight:  15%  Rating:  3.0  Rating:  45 


Component  tasks : 

In  consultation  with  the  editor: 

1.  Contact  authors  to  obtain  outlines  and  manuscripts. 

2-.  Contact  referees  for  advice  on  outlines  and  manuscripts. 

3.  Evaluate  outlines  and  manuscripts,  in  conjunction  with 
the  editor  and  referee.  Give  feedback  to  the  author,  to 
develop  an  appropriate  article. 

Comments:  Jeff  has  expressed  a  preference  for  articles  that  are 
ready  to  edit,  and  the  editor  has  tried  to  provide  them.  Even  so, 
Jeff  needs  to  get  involved  much  earlier  when  he  is  asked  to. 
Articles- in- the-making  sometimes  languish  in  his  office,  until  he 
is  explicitly  asked  to  move  them  forward.  Jeff  needs  to  take  more 
responsibility  in  this  area. 


S  001324 


Major  Responsibility  3:  Support  the  editorial  effort  of  PT 

Weight:  5%  Rating:  3.0  Rating:  15 

Component  tasks : 

1.  Read  submitted  manuscripts  at  request  of  the  editor  and 
provide  a  review  with  regard  to  the  suitability  of  the 
manuscript  for  publication.  These  manuscripts  include 
feature  articles,  letters  to  the  editor  and  opinion  pieces. 

2.  Attend  and  participate  in  staff  meetings  to  develop  ideas 
for  articles,  news  stories,  special  issues,  etc. 

3.  Submit  ideas  for  feature  articles  and  news  stories. 

Comments : 

Jeff's  reviews  are  often  insightful  and  useful,  and  are  often, 
but  not  always,  prompt.  His  comments  in  meetings  often  provide  a 
useful  counterpoint  to  discussions.  He  is  not  expected  to  be  a 
great  source  of  ideas  for  articles  and  news  stories,  but 
occasionally  has  ideas  with  merit. 


Appraiser's  comments:  Jeff  rose  to  the  challenge  of  editing  16 
articles  in  1995.  He  continues  to  be  an  excellent  editor,  and 
handles  even  the  difficult  assignments  well.  His  comments  and 
views  on  editorial  ideas  and  policies,  while  sometimes 
contrarian,  are  generally  insightful. 

Jeff  needs  to  become  involved  earlier  in  the  process  of 
acquiring  articles  and  their  first  revisions.  He  also  needs  to 
communicate  accurately  and  completely  with  editorial  management 
on  matters  relevant  to  the  magazine  and  its  production. 

The  salary  adjustment  is  retroactive  to  February  1,  1996. 


OVERALL  RATING:  4.0  OVERALL  SCORE:  380 


Employee's  Comments: 


Both  the  appraiser  and  the  employee  must  sign  and  date  the 
form.  The  employee's  signature  does  not  necessarily  represent 
agreement  with  the  review  but  that  he/she  has  seen  the  form  and 
participated  in  the  performance  appraisal. 

H .  R .  Review : . Date : . 


S  001325 


PHYSICS  TODAY 


PERFORMANCE  REVIEW  19  97 


February  13,  1997 


Employee  Name: 
Division : 

Job  Title: 
Reporting  to: 
PERIOD: 


Jeff  Schmidt 

Physics  Today  Manager:  Steve  Benka 

Senior  Associate  Editor 

Editor 

Feb  1996-Jan  1997  (PT  issues  March  '96-Feb 


'97) 


Overall  Rating:  4 

Major  Responsibility  1:  Edit  articles 

Weight:  80%  Rating:  4.0  Rating:  320 

Component  tasks : 

1.  Edit  articles  for  content  (including  art),  clarity, 
organization,  length,  readability,  house  style,  grammar, 
spelling  and  impact.  Do  this  in  conjunction  with  authors 
and  the  editor,  and  so  as  to  meet  editorial  deadlines. 

2.  See  articles  through  production.  This  includes  obtaining 
or  performing  revisions,  proofreading,  preparing  layouts  and 
checking  bluelines,  all  so  as  to  meet  editorial  deadlines. 

Comments:  Jeff  is  a  thorough  and  professional  editor.  He  edited- 

15  feature  articles  in  this  period,  one  shy  of  his  agreed  upon 
goal  of  16.  One  of  them  (ITER  debate,  June  '96)  was  very 
difficult  to  produce  and  was  assigned  to  him  at  a  late  date.  He 
did  a  fine  job  with  that  one,  and  with  all  of  them.  His  articles 
are  generally  ready  on  time  and  often  they  are  early.  Jeff  was 
also  instrumental  in  streamlining  the  articles -editing  process 
within  PT. 


Major  Responsibility  2:  Take  responsibility  for  assigned  articles 
Weight:  15%  Rating:  3.5  Rating:  52.5 

Component  tasks : 

In  consultation  with  the  editor: 

1.  Contact  authors  to  obtain  outlines  and  manuscripts. 

2.  Contact  referees  for  advice  on  outlines  and  manuscripts. 

3.  Evaluate  outlines  and  manuscripts,  in  conjunction  with 
the  editor  and  referee.  Give  feedback  to  the  author,  to 
develop  an  appropriate  article. 

Comments:  Jeff  has  expressed  a  desire  to  always  have  at  least  one 
article  ready  to  edit.  He  has  also  gotten  involved  at  much 
earlier  stages  in  the  articles -acquisition  process. 


S  001326 


Major  Responsibility  3:  Support  the  editorial  effort  of  PT 

Weight:  5%  Rating:  3.0  Rating:  15 

Component  tasks : 

1.  Read  submitted  manuscripts  (feature  articles,  letters  and 
opinion  pieces)  at  request  of  the  editor  and  provide  a 
review  with  regard  to  the  suitability  of  the  manuscript  for 
publication . 

2.  Attend  and  participate  in  staff  meetings  to  develop  ideas 
for  articles,  news  stories,  special  issues,  etc. 

3.  Submit  ideas  for  feature  articles  and  news  stories. 

Comments : 

Jeff's  reviews  are  often  insightful  and  useful,  but  they  are  not 
always  prompt.  His  comments  in  meetings  often  provide  a  useful 
counterpoint  to  discussions.  He  is  not  expected  to  be  a  major 
source  of  ideas  for  articles  and  news  stories,  but  occasionally 
has  ideas  with  merit. 


Appraiser's  comments:  Jeff  is  an  excellent  editor,  and  handles 
even  the  difficult  assignments  well.  His  comments  and  views  on 
editorial  ideas  and  policies  are  generally  insightful. 

Jeff  needs  to  increase  his  article  output  in  1997  to  at 
least  16,  and  preferably  18.  He  also  needs  to  return  his 
manuscript  reviews  promptly. 


OVERALL  RATING:  4.0 


OVERALL  SCORE:  387.5 


Employee's  Comments: 


SIGNATURES 

Employee:  .  % . .  .  .Date: 

,  Date 


Appra 


iser: 
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Both  the  appraiser  and  the  employee  must  sign  and  date  the 
form.  The  employee's  signature  does  not  necessarily  represent 
agreement  with  the  review  but  that  he/she  has  seen  the  form  and 
participated  in  the  performance  appraisal. 


H.R.  Review: 


Date : 


S  001327 


PHYSICS  TODAY 
PERFORMANCE  REVIEW  1998 


March  12,  1998 


Employee  Name:  Jeff  Schmidt  Job  Title:  Senior  Associate  Editor 

Division:  Physics  Today  Reports  to:  Editor 

PERIOD:  Feb  1997-Jan  1998  (PT  issues  March  ’97-Feb  ’98) 


M^jor  Responsibility  1:  Edit  articles 

Weight:  76%  Rating:  3.0  Score:  228 

Component  tasks: 

1.  Edit  articles  for  content  (including  art),  clarity,  organization,  length,  readability, 
house  style,  grammar,  spelling  and  impact.  Do  this  in  conjunction  with  authors  and 
the  editor,  and  so  as  to  meet  editorial  deadlines. 

2.  See  articles  through  production.  This  includes  obtaining  or  performing  revisions, 
proofreading,  preparing  layouts  and  checking  bluelines,  all  so  as  to  meet  editorial 
deadlines. 

Comments:  Jeff  s  articles  are  generally  ready  on  time  and  are  often  early.  For  this  review 
period,  he  was  asked  to  produce  16-18  articles.  Seven  months  into  this  review  period,  we 
made  an  adjustment  (reflected  in  the  above  weight)  because  of  his  imminent  fatherhood  that 
effectively  reduced  his  production  minimum  from  16  to  15,  and  he  met  this  revised  goal. 

(This  counts  the  two-part  Goldstein  article  (Mar  &  Apr  ‘98)  as  two  articles,  both  completed 
within  this  period.)  He  declined  several  articles  that  were  offered  to  him  for  editing  (including 
Fink,  Cohn,  Jeanloz,  Kasap,  and  a  second  one  for  the  October  special  issue). 

His  work  ranged  from  very  good  (as  with  Perl,  who  praised  the  editing)  through  average 
(Crabtree,  Nelson)  to  poor  (the  Mourou  article  had  a  number  of  substantive  errors  of  physics  and 
notation,  which  should  have  been  spotted  by  Jeff  but  had  to  be  corrected  by  the  Editor). 


Major  Responsibility  2:  Take  responsibility  for  assigned  articles 

Weight:  19%  Rating:  3.5  Score:  66.5 

Component  tasks: 

In  consultation  with  the  editor: 

1.  Contact  authors  to  obtain  outlines  and  manuscripts. 

2.  Contact  referees  for  advice  on  outlines  and  manuscripts. 

3.  Evaluate  outlines  and  manuscripts,  in  conjunction  with  the  editor  and  referee.  Give 
feedback  to  the  author,  to  develop  an  appropriate  article. 

Comments:  Jeff  did  well  in  this  area  of  his  job,  and  regularly  nudged  authors  and  reviewers 
whose  items  were  pending. 


feta 
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Major  Responsibility  3:  Support  the  editorial  effort  of  PT 

Weight:  5%  Rating:  2.0  Score:  10.0 

Component  tasks: 

1.  Read  submitted  manuscripts  (feature  articles,  letters  and  opinion  pieces)  at  request  of 
Editor  and  provide  a  review  with  regard  to  the  suitability  of  the  manuscript  for 
publication. 

2.  Attend  and  participate  in  staff  meetings  to  develop  ideas  for  articles,  news  stories, 
special  issues,  etc. 

3.  Submit  ideas  for  feature  articles  and  news  stories. 

Comments:  Jeff's  reviews  of  manuscripts  have  been  completed  more  promptly  than  in  the 
past,  although  they  were  somewhat  less  helpful.  In  his  review  of  one  Letter  to  the  Editor,  for 
example,  he  showed  questionable  judgement  in  his  assessment  of  the  physics  competence  of  the 
authors  of  the  Hubble  Deep  Field  article  (April  '91).  Not  being  a  reporter,  he  is  still  not 
expected  to  be  a  major  source  of  article  and  story  ideas. 


Appraiser's  comments  and  Performance  Plan:  Over  the  last  few  years,  Physics  Today  has 
been  undergoing  a  number  of  changes — including  raising  levels  of  productivity,  editorial  quality 
and  graphic  design.  Jeff  is  very  capable  of  meeting  these  new  demands.  At  the  request  of  the 
Editor,  Jeff  did  begin  to  handle  his  own  correspondence  with  authors,  as  is  done  by  all  other 
articles  editors.  He  has  not  yet  begun  to  do  his  own  keyboarding  of  editorial  changes,  as  is  done 
by  all  other  articles  editors. 

In  the  next  review  period,  he  is  expected  to  produce  1 8  high-quality  articles,  editing  and  rewriting 
text  as  needed,  handling  his  own  correspondence  and  doing  all  of  his  own  keyboarding.  The 
articles  must  be  consistent  with  the  magazine’s  standards  of  accuracy,  readability,  brevity,  and 
visual  appeal. 

In  addition,  he  is  expected  to  provide  helpful  support  to  the  overall  editorial  effort  of  the 
magazine. 


OVERALL  RATING:  3.0 


OVERALL  SCORE:  304.5 
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Employee's  Comments: 


SIGNATURES: 

Employee-^ . . Date: .  ?.  ?.  f*. 

Appraiser: . . .  . Date: . 

Both  the  appraiser  and  the  employee  must  sign  and  date  the  form.  The  employee’s  signature 
does  not  necessarily  represent  agreement  with  the  review  but  that  he/she  has  seen  the  form  and 
participated  in  the  performance  appraisal. 


H . R.  Review: ...(-/.  X L . X A . Date : . . . ... 1. (. /: 
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PHYSICS  TODAY 
PERFORMANCE  REVIEW  1999 


August  13,  1999 


Employee  Name:  Jeff  Schmidt  Job  Title:  Senior  Associate  Editor 

Division:  Physics  Today  Reports  to:  Editor 

PERIOD:  Feb  1998-Aug  1999  (PT  issues  March  '98-Sep  '99)  -  inch  6-mo.  sabbatical 

Major  Responsibility  1:  Edit  articles 

Weight:  80%  Rating:  2.75  Score:  220 

Comments:  For  this  review  period,  Jeff  was  asked  to  produce  18  high-quality  articles,  and  he 
actually  produced  13.5,  which  is  unacceptable.  This  counts  his  partial  contribution  to  the  May  '98 
50th  anniversary  issue  as  1 /2-article  rather  than  1,  because  he  had  to  be  removed  from  the  project. 
Given  that  one  of  Jeffs  articles  (Segev,  8/98)  was  extremely  difficult  (just  making  it  publishable 
was  a  good  accomplishment),  and  two  other  articles  were  assigned  to  Jeff  on  relatively  short 
notice,  but  he  nevertheless  completed  them  in  time  for  publication,  17  articles  might  have  been 
deemed  an  acceptable  number  (rating  a  3.0).  Delivering  more  than  3  full  articles  less  than  that, 
however,  is  a  very  large  shortfall,  and  rates  at  best  a  2.0. 

Aside  from  the  anniversary  issue,  Jeffs  editing  was  satisfactory,  rating  a  3.5.  He  still  needs 
to  find  ways,  such  as  creative  rewriting,  to  better  improve  the  readability  of  our  less  talented 
authors. 


Major  Responsibility  2:  Take  responsibility  for  assigned  articles 

Weight:  15%  Rating:  3.5  Score:  52.5 


Comments:  Jeff  jbffdoes  well  in  this  area  of  his  job. 


Major  Responsibility  3:  Support  the  editorial  effort  of  PT 

Weight:  5%  Rating:  1.5  Score:  7.5 


Comments:  During  this  review  period,  Jeff  repeatedly  engaged  in  disruptive  and 
counterproductive  behavior,  damaging  a  collegial  office  climate  and  thereby  undermining  the 
editorial  effort  of  Physics  Today.  Such  behavior  is  unacceptable.  Two  examples  will  suffice. 

(1)  As  noted  above,  Jeff  was  removed  from  working  on  the  PT  Anniversary  issue.  That 
was  for  two  reasons:  He  produced  a  very  unbalanced  set  of  decadal  excerpts,  strongly  centered 
on  political  issues,  whereas  he  had  been  directed  to  focus  on  physics  excerpts  while  his  non¬ 
physicist  partner  focused  on  other  excerpts.  All  five  decades  paired  a  physicist  with  a  non¬ 
physicist  in  that  manner.  When  his  partner  pointed  out  the  imbalance  and  made  suggestions  to  fix 
it,  Jeff  rebuffed  him,  provoking  his  partner  to  quit.  For  his  failure  to  produce  excerpts  consistent 
with  the  stated  goal,  and  for  his  failure  to  work  respectfully  and  collegially  with  a  fellow  editor,  he 
was  removed  from  the  job,  which  was  completed  by  his  partner  and  another  physicist  on  the  staff 
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who  had  already  completed  his  decadal  excerpts. 

(2)  Jeff  wrote  a  response  to  his  last  performance  review,  as  he  is  entitled  to  do.  The 
response  was  19  pages  long  (with  another  38  pages  of  addenda),  reacted  to  out-of-context 
comments  from  his  review,  and  dwelled  at  length  on  issues  not  related  to  his  job  or  to  his  review. 
Jeff  made  no  attempt  to  discuss  his  response  with  his  manager,  but  instead  surreptitiously 
circulated  it  to  PT  staff  members,  whether  they  wanted  to  see  it  or  not.  Such  an  action  seems  to 
actively  undermine  not  only  the  cohesiveness  and  morale  of  the  staff,  but  also  the  staff  s  respect 
for  management.  Such  an  action  in  no  way  constructively  supports  the  editorial  efforts  of  PT; 
rather,  it  destructively  undermines  such  efforts. 

Appraiser's  comments  and  Performance  Plan:  This  review  covers  a  12-month  work  period, 
albeit  an  18-month  calendar  period.  Jeff  took  a  six-month  sabbatical  during  this  review  period, 
from  mid-December  to  mid-June.  In  the  two  months  since  his  return,  he  has  worked  effectively  at 
his  job,  and  contributed  positively  in  staff  meetings. 

At  Jeffs  request,  his  salary  will  be  reduced  by  1/3,  and  his  workload  will  also  be  reduced  by  1/3, 
to  12  articles  per  year.  As  always,  the  articles  must  be  of  high  quality,  with  Jeff  editing  and 
rewriting  text  as  needed.  The  articles  must  be  consistent  with  the  magazine’s  standards  of 
readability,  accuracy,  brevity,  and  visual  appeal.  He  must  continue  to  handle  his  own 
correspondence  and  do  all  of  his  own  keyboarding. 

In  addition,  he  is  expected  to  provide  helpful  support  to  the  overall  editorial  effort  of  the 
magazine. 

OVERALL  RATING:  1.0  OVERALL  SCORE:  280.0 

Employee's  Comments: 

See  hje-pQje  Memo  c hied  ft  /)u^^  fiff. 


Both  the  appraiser  and  the  employee  must  sign  and  date  the  form.  The  employee's  signature  does 
not  necessarily  represent  agreement  with  the  review  but  that  he/she  has  seen  the  form  and 
participated  in  the  performance  appraisal. 

H.R.  Review: . Date: . 
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19  August  1999 

To:  Stephen  Benka,  Editor,  Physics  Today,  American  Institute  of  Physics 
From:  Jeff  Schmidt,  Senior  Associate  Editor,  Physics  Today 

Subject:  My  1999  performance  review  (dated  13  August  1999  and  signed  by  you  on  17  August 
1999) 


1  was  disappointed  to  find  that  you  wrote  my  1999  performance  review  in  the  same 
punitive  spirit  as  my  1998  review.  Like  my  1998  review,  the  present  review  understates  or 
completely  leaves  out  my  accomplishments  and  does  not  mention  the  praise  that  I  have  received 
for  my  work.  At  the  same  time,  it  contrives  deficiencies  and  plays  them  up.  I  had  thought  you 
had  gotten  beyond  that. 

I  was  also  surprised  to  see  that  you  used  an  unchanged  version  of  my  1998  review  as  a 
starting  point  for  the  1999  review,  thereby  compounding  many  serious  errors.  As  you  know,  in 
my  memo  of  27  April  1998  I  brought  to  AIP’s  attention  a  number  of  serious  errors  in  my  1998 
performance  review  —  places  where  statements  in  the  review  conflict  with  the  (still  existing) 
written  record.  ALP  did  not  find  fault  with  any  of  my  corrections,  yet  you  have  proceeded  as  if 
they  had  never  been  brought  to  AIP’s  attention. 

Hence,  not  perceiving  a  genuine  interest  in  accuracy  in  these  matters,  let  alone  fairness,  I 
will  not  detail  here  the  many  serious  errors  of  fact  in  the  1999  review  and  the  obvious  reasons  for 
those  errors.  1  will  just  make  the  general  statement  (and  give  a  few  examples)  that  the  1999 
review  stands  in  conflict  with  the  written  record  as  much  as  the  1998  review  did  —  and  for  the 
same  reasons,  which  are  detailed  in  my  memo  of  27  April  1998.  The  1999  review  appears  to  be 
an  extension  of  the  1998  review:  It  continues  the  step-by-step  lowering  of  my  appraisal  from 
above  average  to  average  to  below  average,  even  though  the  quality  and  quantity  of  my  work 
remains  as  high  as  ever.  Here  are  the  examples: 

1 .  The  1999  review  states  that  I  edited  13.5  articles  for  the  Physics  Today  issues  of  March 
1998  -  September  1999.  In  fact  I  edited  the  equivalent  of  at  least  17  articles  for  those  issues: 
Goldstein,  Sullivan,  Barth,  another  article  by  Goldstein,  Ramaty,  De  Kee,  Busch-Vishniac, 
Hemley,  Segev,  Bering,  Canfield,  Vogel,  Ertl,  Redish,  Bernholc  and  work  for  the  May  1998 
special  issue  amounting  to  the  equivalent  of  at  least  two  articles.  The  huge  amount  of  extra  work 
that  I  did  for  that  special  issue  was  clear  to  you  and  to  everyone  else  at  the  time.  I  worked  day 
and  night  to  meet  the  deadline,  and  you  even  gave  me  the  AIP  “Pat  on  the  Back”  award  for  my 
“extra  effort”  and  “outstanding  performance.”  (See  the  attached  pages  for  a  copy  of  the  award.) 
But  my  1999  performance  review  rewrites  history  to  re-estimate  the  amount  of  work  that  I  did  as 
the  equivalent  of  editing  one-half  of  an  article. 

I  always  work  ahead,  of  course,  as  magazine  work  requires,  and  so  I  have  edited  an  18th 
article  (by  Clifford  Will)  during  the  stated  review  period  (February  1998  -  August  1999). 
However,  this  article  will  not  be  published  in  the  issues  counted  for  my  1999  review  (March 
1998  -  September  1999),  and  so  should  not  be  counted  for  that  review,  even  though  I  did  the 
work  during  that  period.  Except  for  my  1998  review,  that  is  how  the  accounting  has  been  done 
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on  my  performance  reviews  for  17  years,  and  that  is  how  it  should  continue  to  be  done  unless  it  is 
changed  by  mutual  agreement,  before  the  work  is  done.  It  is  unfair  for  you  to  change  the 
accounting  method  at  the  end  of  the  review  period  while  you  are  writing  the  review,  as  you  did  in 
my  1998  review  (see  page  4  of  my  memo  of  27  April  1998)  and  as  you  did  again  in  my  1999 
review,  when  you  reverted  back  to  the  long-standing  method.  Each  of  these  self-serving  changes 
reduced  the  number  of  articles  credited  to  me  on  my  1999  review.  The  consistent  and  fair 
bottom  line  for  my  1999  review  is  17  articles,  not  18  —  and  certainly  not  “13.5.” 

2.  Similarly,  it  is  unfair  for  you  to  change  my  job  description  after  I  have  done  the  work. 
Since  25  August  1997  my  three  areas  of  work  have  been  weighted  at  70%,  25%  and  5%  (see  your 
written  statement  of  25  August  1997,  a  copy  of  which  is  in  the  addenda  of  my  memo  of  27  April 
1998.)  You  altered  those  percentages  while  you  were  writing  my  1999  review  to  80%,  15%  and 
5%,  lowering  my  rating.  I  am  particularly  surprised  that  you  did  that,  because  I  thought  you  had 
promised  a  more  above-board  management  style  after  I  objected  to  an  earlier  (19  August  1997), 
similar  action  on  your  part.  (For  a  description  of  that  action,  see  page  3  of  my  memo  of  2 
September  1997,  a  copy  of  which  is  in  the  addenda  of  my  memo  of  27  April  1998.) 

3.  Your  description  of  the  way  the  work  on  the  May  1998  special  issue  was  organized  is 
incorrect.  The  editors  were  told  to  excerpt  “the  best  of  Physics  Today”  for  that  issue,  and  in  the 
decade  assigned  to  me  and  my  partner,  that  material  happened  to  center  on  political  issues.  The 
staff  was  not,  in  fact,  required  to  divide  the  work  along  “physics”  and  “political”  lines  as  you 
suggest.  One  pair  of  staff  members,  for  example,  simply  divided  their  decade  in  half,  with  each 
person  excerpting  the  best  material  from  a  five-year  period.  Contrary  to  what  the  review  says,  I 
did  not  rebuff  or  work  less  than  respectfully  and  collegially  with  other  staff  members.  In  fact,  I 
implemented  my  partner’s  suggestions,  making  major  changes  in  the  8-page  section  to  do  so.  My 
partner  did  not  quit  as  you  claim.  Your  characterization  of  my  work  with  my  partner  is  an 
incorrect  speculation,  a  self-serving  assumption  about  what  might  have  happened.  If  you  doubt 
the  accuracy  of  anything  that  I  have  said  in  this  paragraph,  you  need  only  ask  the  staff  members 
to  whom  I  have  referred. 

4.  Contrary  to  your  assertion,  I  did  give  you  my  response  to  my  1998  performance  review.  I 
did  so  verbally  and  we  discussed  it  at  length.  You  then  consulted  with  Charles  Harris  about  my 
request  to  correct  errors  in  the  review,  and  you  refused  to  do  so.  I  then  appealed  to  Theresa 
Braun,  AIP  Director  of  Human  Resources,  and  James  Stith,  AIP  Director  of  Physics  Programs. 
Contrary  to  your  claim,  there  was  nothing  surreptitious  about  my  not  directing  that  appeal  to  you 
or  about  the  fact  that  others  may  have  seen  my  appeal.  I  had  already  made  the  appeal  to  you  and 
had  already  discussed  the  issues  with  you. 

These  are  just  a  few  of  the  many  inaccuracies  in  my  1999  performance  review.  They  add 
to  the  evidently  yet-uncorrected  inaccuracies  in  my  1998  review,  which  should  be  made  to 
conform  to  the  written  record  promptly. 

Finally,  it  is  discouraging  to  see  that  it  “seems”  to  you  that  I  have  acted  to  worsen  the 
staffs  morale  problems,  lower-than-desired  respect  for  management  and  deficient  cohesiveness. 
This  speculation  is  way  off  the  mark  and  suggests  that  you  are  looking  in  the  wrong  place  to 
solve  these  very  serious  problems,  to  the  detriment  of  the  staff  and  the  physics  community. 


S  001334 


S  001335 


AMERICAN 

INSTITUTE 

QfPHYSICS 


INTER  -  OFFICE  MEMORANDUM 


May  21,  1998 


I  .Jeffrey  Schmidt,  hereby  acknowledge  receipt  of  a  cash  "Pat  on  the  Back" 
award  in  the  amount  of  $100.  I  understand  that  my  year-end  pay  will  reflect  a 
"gross  up"  of  this  award. 


Jeffrey  Schmidt 


DATE 
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M  is  0  is  c  a  is  n|i 

111  AU6  3  0  099  ill 

„  _  PHYSICS  TODAY 

Gravitational  Radiation 
and  the  Validity  of 
General  Relativity 

Observing  the  speed,  polarization,  and  back  influence  of  gravi¬ 
tational  waves  would  subject  Einstein’s  theory  to  new  tests. 


Clifford  M.  Will 


While  the  detection  of  gravitational  radiation  may 
usher  in  a  new  era  of  “gravitational  wave”  astronomy 
(see  the  accompanying  article  by  Barry  Barish  and  Rainer 
Weiss,  on  page  44),  it  should  also  yield  new  and  interest¬ 
ing  tests  of  Einstein’s  general  theory  of  relativity,  espe¬ 
cially  in  the  radiative  and  strong-field  regimes. 
Consequently,  we  are  in  an  unusual  situation.  After  all,  we 
rarely  think  of  electromagnetic  astronomy  as  providing 
tests  of  Maxwell’s  theory.  Neutrino  astronomy  may  be  a 
closer  cousin:  We  can  observe  neutrinos  to  learn  about  the 
solar  interior  or  about  supemovae,  while  also  checking 
such  fundamental  phenomena  as  neutrino  oscillations.  Tb 
some  extent,  the  usefulness  of  astronomical  observations 
in  testing  fundamental  theory  depends  upon  how  well 
tested  the  theory  is  already.  At  the  same  time,  since  gen¬ 
eral  relativity  is  the  basis  for  virtually  all  discussion  of 
gravitational- wave  detectors  and  sources,1  the  extent  of  its 
“upfront”  validity  is  of  some  concern  to  us. 

Although  the  empirical  support  for  the  theory  of  gen¬ 
eral  relativity  is  very  strong,  it  is  still  not  as  solid  as  the 
support  for  Maxwell’s  theory,  and  only  in  the  last  35  years 
or  so  have  precise  tests  been  feasible.  Furthermore,  gen¬ 
eral  relativity  has  not  been  tested  deeply  either  in  its 
radiative  regime  or  in  the  regime  of  strong  gravitational 
fields,  such  as  those  associated  with  black  holes  or  neutron 
stars.  (See  figure  1.)  Most  tests,  such  as  those  carried  out 
in  the  Solar  System,  check  the  theory  only  in  its  weak- 
field,  slow-motion,  nonradiative  limit.  One  famous  excep¬ 
tion,  the  Hulse-Taylor  binary  pulsar,  does  provide  an 
important  verification  of  the  lowest-order  radiative  pre¬ 
dictions  of  general  relativity  and  is  sensitive  to  some 
strong-field  aspects.  Still,  important  tests  of  gravitational 
radiation  and  its  properties  remain  undone.  Furthermore, 
interesting,  well-motivated  alternative  theories  to  general 
relativity  still  exist  that  are  in  agreement  with  all  obser¬ 
vations  to  date.  Gravitational-wave  tests  will  remain  of 
interest  to  us  to  the  extent  that  they  can  further  constrain 
the  theoretical  possibilities. 

There  are  three  aspects  of  gravitational  radiation  that 
can  be  subjected  to  testing: 

D>  The  polarization  content  of  the  waves  (general  relativi¬ 
ty  predicts  only  two  polarization  states,  whereas  other 
theories  predict  as  many  as  six). 

CLIFFORD  Will  (cmw@wupbys.wustl.edu)  is  chair  of  the  physics  depart¬ 
ment ,  and  a  member  of  the  McDonnell  Center  for  the  Space  Sciences ,  at 
Washington  University  in  Si  Louis ,  Missouri . 


[>  The  speed  of  the  waves  (general  relativity  predicts  a 
speed  the  same  as  that  of  light,  whereas  other  theories 
predict  different  speeds). 

O  The  back  influence  of  the  emitted  radiation  on  the  evo¬ 
lution  of  the  source. 

In  this  article,  we  discuss  the  three  possibilities.  First, 
though,  we  review  the  current  status  of  tests  of  general 
relativity.23 

The  Einstein  equivalence  principle 

At  the  heart  of  gravitational  theory  is  a  concept  called 
the  Einstein  equivalence  principle,  which  modernizes 
Newton’s  postulate  of  the  equivalence  of  gravitational  and 
inertial  mass.  It  states  first,  that  bodies  fall  with  the  same 
acceleration  regardless  of  their  internal  structure  or  com¬ 
position  (this  piece  of  the  Einstein  equivalence  principle  is 
called  the  weak  equivalence  principle),  and  second,  that 
the  outcome  of  any  local  nongravitational  experiment  is 
both  independent  of  the  velocity  of  the  free-falling  refer¬ 
ence  frame  in  which  it  is  performed  (local  Lorentz  invari¬ 
ance)  and  independent  of  where  and  when  in  the  universe 
it  is  performed  (local  position  invariance). 

The  Einstein  principle  implies  that  gravitation  must 
be  described  by  a  theory  in  which  matter  responds  only  to 
the  geometry  of  spacetime.  Such  theories  are  called  metric 
theories.  General  relativity  is  a  metric  theory  of  gravity, 
but  so  are  many  others,  including  the  “scalar-tensor”  the¬ 
ory  of  Carl  Brans  and  Robert  Dicke,  a  theory  based  on  ear¬ 
lier  work  by  Paul  Jordan.  Strangely  enough,  string  theo¬ 
ry — a  leading  contender  for  a  unified  theory  of  particle 
interactions  and  for  a  quantum  theory  of  gravity — does 
not  strictly  satisfy  the  metric  theory  definition.  In  string 
theory,  matter  can  respond  weakly  to  gravitation-like 
fields,  in  addition  to  responding  to  geometry.  Consequently, 
testing  the  Einstein  equivalence  principle  is  a  way  to 
search  for  new  physics  beyond  standard  metric  gravity. 

Tb  test  the  weak  equivalence  principle,  we  can  com¬ 
pare  the  accelerations  a  {  and  a2  of  two  bodies  of  different 
composition  in  an  external  gravitational  field.  The  result¬ 
ing  measurements  will  yield  the  difference  in  acceleration 
divided  by  the  average  acceleration,  2  |  a  -  a2\/\a{  +  a2 1 , 
called  the  Eotvos  ratio  after  Roland,  Baron  Eotvos  of 
V£s4rosnameny,  whose  pioneering  tests  of  the  weak  equiv¬ 
alence  principle  at  the  turn  of  the  century  formed  a  foun¬ 
dation  for  general  relativity. 

The  best  test  so  far  of  the  weak  equivalence  principle 
has  been  a  series  of  experiments  carried  out  at  the 
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Gravitational 


and  the  Validity  of 


General  Relativity 

Observing  the  speed,  polarization,  and  back  influence  of  gravi¬ 
tational  waves  would  subject  Einstein’s  theory  to  new  tests. 


Clifford 

While  the  detection  of  gravitational  radiation  may 
usher  in  a  new  era  of  “gravitational  wave”  astronomy 
(see  the  accompanying  article  by  Barry  Barish  and  Rainer 
Weiss,  on  page  44),  it  should  also  yield  new  and  interest¬ 
ing  tests  of  Einstein’s  general  theory  of  relativity,  espe¬ 
cially  in  the  radiative  and  strong-field  regimes. 
Consequently,  we  are  in  an  unusual  situation.  After  all,  we 
rarely  think  of  electromagnetic  astronomy  as  providing 
tests  of  Maxwell’s  theory.  Neutrino  astronomy  may  be  a 
closer  cousin:  We  can  observe  neutrinos  to  learn  about  the 
solar  interior  or  about  supernovae,  while  also  checking 
such  fundamental  phenomena  as  neutrino  oscillations.  Tb 
some  extent,  the  usefulness  of  astronomical  observations 
in  testing  fundamental  theory  depends  upon  how  well 
tested  the  theory  is  already.  At  the  same  time,  since  gen¬ 
eral  relativity  is  the  basis  for  virtually  all  discussion  of 
gravitational-wave  detectors  and  sources,1  the  extent  of  its 
“upfront”  validity  is  of  some  concern  to  us. 

Although  the  empirical  support  for  the  theory  of  gen¬ 
eral  relativity  is  very  strong,  it  is  still  not  as  solid  as  the 
support  for  Maxwell’s  theory,  and  only  in  the  last  35  years 
or  so  have  precise  tests  been  feasible.  Furthermore,  gen¬ 
eral  relativity  has  not  been  tested  deeply  either  in  its 
radiative  regime  or  in  the  regime  of  strong  gravitational 
fields,  such  as  those  associated  with  black  holes  or  neutron 
stars.  (See  figure  1.)  Most  tests,  such  as  those  carried  out 
in  the  Solar  System,  check  the  theory  only  in  its  weak- 
field,  slow-motion,  nonradiative  limit.  One  famous  excep¬ 
tion,  the  Hulse-Taylor  binary  pulsar,  does  provide  an 
important  verification  of  the  lowest-order  radiative  pre¬ 
dictions  of  general  relativity  and  is  sensitive  to  some 
strong-field  aspects.  Still,  important  tests  of  gravitational 
radiation  and  its  properties  remain  undone.  Furthermore, 
interesting,  well-motivated  alternative  theories  to  general 
relativity  still  exist  that  are  in  agreement  with  all  obser¬ 
vations  to  date.  Gravitational-wave  tests  will  remain  of 
interest  to  us  to  the  extent  that  they  can  further  constrain 
the  theoretical  possibilities. 

There  are  three  aspects  of  gravitational  radiation  that 
can  be  subjected  to  testing: 

t>  The  polarization  content  of  the  waves  (general  relativi¬ 
ty  predicts  only  two  polarization  states,  whereas  other 
theories  predict  as  many  as  six). 

Clifford  Will  (cmw@wupbys.wustl.edu)  is  chair  of  the  physics  depart¬ 
ment ,  and  a  member  of  the  McDonnell  Center  for  the  Space  Sciences,  at 
Washington  University  in  St.  Louis,  Missouri. 
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t>  The  speed  of  the  waves  (general  relativity  predicts  a 
speed  the  same  as  that  of  light,  whereas  other  theories 
predict  different  speeds). 

t>  The  back  influence  of  the  emitted  radiation  on  the  evo¬ 
lution  of  the  source. 

In  this  article,  we  discuss  the  three  possibilities.  First, 
though,  we  review  the  current  status  of  tests  of  general 
relativity.2’3 

The  Einstein  equivalence  principle 

At  the  heart  of  gravitational  theory  is  a  concept  called 
the  Einstein  equivalence  principle,  which  modernizes 
Newton’s  postulate  of  the  equivalence  of  gravitational  and 
inertial  mass.  It  states  first,  that  bodies  fall  with  the  same 
acceleration  regardless  of  their  internal  structure  or  com¬ 
position  (this  piece  of  the  Einstein  equivalence  principle  is 
called  the  weak  equivalence  principle),  and  second,  that 
the  outcome  of  any  local  nongravitational  experiment  is 
both  independent  of  the  velocity  of  the  free-falling  refer¬ 
ence  frame  in  which  it  is  performed  (local  Lorentz  invari¬ 
ance)  and  independent  of  where  and  when  in  the  universe 
it  is  performed  (local  position  invariance). 

The  Einstein  principle  implies  that  gravitation  must 
be  described  by  a  theory  in  which  matter  responds  only  to 
the  geometry  of  spacetime.  Such  theories  are  called  metric 
theories.  General  relativity  is  a  metric  theory  of  gravity, 
but  so  are  many  others,  including  the  “scalar-tensor”  the¬ 
ory  of  Carl  Brans  and  Robert  Dicke,  a  theory  based  on  ear¬ 
lier  work  by  Paul  Jordan.  Strangely  enough,  string  theo¬ 
ry — a  leading  contender  for  a  unified  theory  of  particle 
interactions  and  for  a  quantum  theory  of  gravity — does 
not  strictly  satisfy  the  metric  theory  definition.  In  string 
theory,  matter  can  respond  weakly  to  gravitation-like 
fields,  in  addition  to  responding  to  geometry.  Consequently, 
testing  the  Einstein  equivalence  principle  is  a  way  to 
search  for  new  physics  beyond  standard  metric  gravity. 

Tb  test  the  weak  equivalence  principle,  we  can  com¬ 
pare  the  accelerations  a  j  and  a2  of  two  bodies  of  different 
composition  in  an  external  gravitational  field.  The  result¬ 
ing  measurements  will  yield  the  difference  in  acceleration 
divided  by  the  average  acceleration,  2  |  a,  -  a2 1  / 1  a1  +  a2 1 , 
called  the  Eotvos  ratio  after  Roland,  Baron  Eotvos  of 
Vasarosnameny,  whose  pioneering  tests  of  the  weak  equiv¬ 
alence  principle  at  the  turn  of  the  century  formed  a  foun¬ 
dation  for  general  relativity. 

The  best  test  so  far  of  the  weak  equivalence  principle 
has  been  a  series  of  experiments  carried  out  at  the 
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Figure  1.  Gravitational 
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his  collaborators,  who  dubbed 
their  endeavors  “Eot-Wash.”  They 
use  a  sophisticated  torsion  balance  to 
compare  the  accelerations  of  various  pairs  of 
materials  toward  Earth,  the  Sun,  and  the  Galaxy.4 
Another  strong  bound  comes  from  lunar  laser  ranging 
(LURE),  which  checks  the  equality  of  acceleration  of  Earth 
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the  amplitude  of 
one  polarization 
mode  of  waves  at  a 
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M  in  its  evolution,  when  the  emis- 

g  sion  was  weaker.  The  double- 

armed  spiral  pattern  reflects  waves 
from  a  rotating  quadrupole  source. 
jgJEr  Displacements  induced  in  a  detector  are 

transverse  to  the  radial  direction.  The 
peak  at  the  center  indicates  the  beginning 
of  merger  of  the  two  objects,  where  the 
post-Newtonian  approximation  that  was  used 
to  generate  this  plot  breaks  down  and  numerical 
solutions  of  Einstein’s  equations  must  be  used. 
(Image  courtesy  of  Laser  Interferometer 
Gravitational- Wave  Observatory.) 


and  the  Moon  toward  the  Sun.  Figure  2  summarizes  key 
results.  (See  the  article  by  Kenneth  Nordtvedt,  PHYSICS 
Today,  May  1996,  page  26.) 

The  best  tests  of  local  Lorentz  invariance  consist  of 
“clock  anisotropy”  experiments.  Latter-day  versions  of  the 
classic  1887  experiments  of  Albert  Michelson  and  Edward 
Morley,  they  involve  looking  for  variations  in  the  rates  of 
clocks  as  their  orientation  changes  with  respect  to  Earth’s 
350  km/s  velocity  relative  to  the  cosmic  microwave  back¬ 
ground  radiation.  The  frame  of  that  background  would  be 
a  preferred  rest  frame  for  physics  if  local  Lorentz  invari¬ 
ance  were  violated.  In  the  Michelson-Morley  experiments, 
the  “clocks”  being  compared  were  those  defined  by  light 
propagation  along  the  two  perpendicular  arms  of  their 
interferometer.  The  modem  versions  of  the  experiments, 
which  use  laser-cooled  trapped-atom  techniques  to  com¬ 
pare  the  transition  rates  of  atoms  as  a  function  of  their  ori¬ 
entation,  have  placed  exquisite  bounds — as  tight  as  parts 
in  1026 — on  anomalies.  (For  further  discussion,  see  the  arti¬ 
cle  by  Mark  P.  Haugan  and  Clifford  M.  Will,  “Modern  Tests 
of  Special  Relativity,”  PHYSICS  TODAY,  May  1987,  page  69.) 

Local  position  invariance  requires,  among  other 
things,  that  the  internal  binding  energies  of  all  atoms  be 
independent  of  location  in  space  and  time,  when  measured 
against  some  standard  atom.  If  that  requirement  is  ful¬ 
filled,  an  intercomparison  of  the  rates  of  two  kinds  of 
clocks  should  be  independent  of  time  and  of  the  local  grav¬ 
itational  potential,  and  the  measured  frequency  shift 
between  two  identical  clocks  at  different  locations  should 
be  directly  related  to  the  difference  in  gravitational  poten¬ 
tial  between  the  locations.  The  best  clock  anisotropy  test 
to  date  has  been  the  redshift  experiment  done  in  1976  by 
Robert  Vessot  and  Martine  Levine  of  the  Harvard  Center 
for  Astrophysics,  in  which  they  compared  a  hydrogen 
maser  clock  on  a  Scout  rocket  with  another  hydrogen 
maser  clock  on  the  ground. 

Metric  gravity  and  the  post-Newtonian  limit 

In  metric  theories  of  gravity,  the  slow-motion,  weak-field 
limit  that  incorporates  the  first  corrections  beyond 


Newtonian  theory  is  called  the  post-Newtonian  limit. 
Within  this  limit,  it  turns  out  that  for  a  broad  class  of  met¬ 
ric  theories,  only  the  numerical  values  of  a  certain  set  of 
coefficients  in  the  spacetime  metric  vary  from  theoryrto 
theory.  This  framework,  called  the  parametrized  post- 
Newtonian  (PPN)  formalism,  dates  back  to  Arthur  S. 
Eddington’s  1922  textbook  on  general  relativity;  between 
1968  and  1972,  it  was  extended  by  Kenneth  Nordtvedt  Jr 
of  Montana  State  University  and  the  author.2  PPN  formal¬ 
ism  is  a  convenient  tool  for  classifying  alternative  metric 
theories  of  gravity,  for  interpreting  the  results  of  experi¬ 
ments,  and  for  suggesting  new  tests  of  metric  gravity. 

PPN  formalism  has  ten  parameters.  For  this  discus¬ 
sion,  the  most  important  are  y,  which  is  related  to  the 
amount  of  spatial  curvature  generated  by  mass;  /3,  which 
is  related  to  the  degree  of  nonlinearity  in  the  gravitation¬ 
al  field;  and  the  four  parameters  £,  av  av  and  a3,  which 
determine  whether  gravity  itself  violates  a  form  of  local 
position  invariance  or  local  Lorentz  invariance.  The  com¬ 
bination  (1  +  y)/2  governs  both  the  deflection  of  light  and 
a  retardation  in  the  propagation  of  light  near  a  massive 
body  (a  retardation  known  as  the  Shapiro  time  delay, 
named  for  Irwin  I.  Shapiro  of  Harvard  University).  The 
“172”  part  of  the  coefficient  corresponds  to  the  so-called 
Newtonian  deflection,  which  wras  derived  two  centuries 
ago  by  Henry  Cavendish  and  later  by  Johann  von  Soldner. 
(It  can  also  be  derived  by  using  the  principle  of  equiva¬ 
lence.)  The  “y/2”  part  comes  directly  from  the  warping 
of  space  near  the  massive  body.  The  combination 
(2  +  2y  -  /3)/3  modulates  the  advance  of  the  perihelion  of 
planets  such  as  Mercury.  The  combination  4/3  -  y  - 
3  -  10£/3  -  crj  -  2aJ3  determines  whether  there  is  a  viola¬ 
tion  of  the  weak  equivalence  principle  for  self-gravitating 
bodies  such  as  Earth  and  the  Moon — a  phenomenon  called 
the  Nordtvedt  effect.  In  general  relativity,  y  -  1,  /3  -  1,  and 
the  remaining  PPN  parameters  all  vanish,  as  does  the 
Nordtvedt  effect. 

Three  decades  of  experiments,  including  the  standard 
light-deflection  and  perihelion-shift  tests;  Lunar  laser 
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ranging,  planetary,  and  satellite  tracking  tests  of  the 
Shapiro  time  delay;  and  geophysical  and  astronomical 
observations,  have  placed  bounds  on  the  PPN  parameters 
that  are  consistent  with  general  relativity.  The  table  on 
this  page  summarizes  the  results.  Tb  illustrate  the  dra¬ 
matic  progress  of  experimental  gravity  since  the  dawn  of 
Einstein’s  theory,  figure  3  shows  a  chronology  of  results  for 
(1  +  y )/2 .  These  results  range  from  the  1919  solar  eclipse 
measurements  of  Eddington  and  his  colleagues  to  modern- 
day  measurements  that  use  very-long-baseline  radio 
interferometry  (VLBI)  and  orbiting  astrometric  satellites 
such  as  Hipparcos  to  tests  of  the  Shapiro  time  delay. 

The  binary  pulsar 

The  binary  pulsar  PSR  1913+16,  discovered  by  Russell 
Hulse  and  Joseph  Taylor  in  1974,  provided  important  new 
tests  of  general  relativity,  especially  for  gravitational  radi¬ 
ation  and  strong-field  gravity.  By  precisely  timing  the  pul¬ 
sar  clock,  astrophysicists  were  able  to 
measure  the  important  orbital  param¬ 
eters  of  the  system  with  extraordinary 
precision.  Those  parameters  included 
the  ones  normally  associated  with  a 
nonrelativistic  Keplerian  two-body 
orbit,  such  as  the  eccentricity  e  and  the 
orbital  period  Pb,  as  well  as  relativistic 
parameters,  such  as  the  rate  of 
advance  of  the  periastron  (the  binary 
system  analog  of  the  perihelion),  the 
combined  effects  of  time-dilation  and 
gravitational  redshift  on  the  observed 
rate  of  the  pulsar,  and  the  rate  of 
decrease  of  the  orbital  period.  The 
rate-of-decrease  effect  is  a  result  of 
gravitational  radiation  damping; 
measuring  it  requires  making  a  small 
correction  for  the  effect  of  the  galaxy’s 
rotation  on  the  distance  to  the  pulsar 
(other  possible  sources  of  orbital 
damping,  such  as  tidal  friction,  have 
been  shown  to  be  negligible). 

If  we  assume  that  general  relativ- 


FlGURE  2.  EOTVOS  EXPERIMENTS.  Selected  tests  of  the  weak 
equivalence  principle  are  represented  here  by  the  bounds  they 
set  on  the  fractional  difference  in  acceleration  of  different  mate¬ 
rials  or  bodies.  The  original  purpose  of  the  “free-fall”  and  Eot- 
Wash  experiments,  as  well  as  that  of  numerous  others  between 
1986  and  1990,  was  to  search  for  a  fifth  force.  The  diagonal  line 
with  shading  shows  current  and  potential  bounds  on  the  weak 
equivalence  principle  for  Earth  and  the  Moon  from  lunar  laser 
ranging  (LURE). 


ity  is  provisionally  correct  and  make  the  reasonable 
assumption  that  both  objects  are  neutron  stars,  then  all 
three  relativistic  effects  depend  on  the  eccentricity  and 
orbital  period  (which  are  measured  directly)  and  on  the 
two  stellar  masses  (which  are  not),  and  on  nothing  else.  By 
combining  the  observations  with  the  predictions  of  gener¬ 
al  relativity,  we  obtain  simultaneously  a  measurement  of 
the  two  masses  and  a  test  of  general  relativity,  because  the 
system  is  overdetermined.  The  masses  turn  out  to  be 
1.4411  and  1.3873  solar  masses  for  the  pulsar  and  its 
companion,  respectively,  with  an  uncertainty  of  less  than 
0.05%.  The  predicted  decrease  of  the  orbital  period  owing 
to  gravitational  radiation  damping  agrees  with  the 
observed  decrease  to  better  than  0.3  %.  The  discovery  of 
the  binary  pulsar  garnered  Hulse  and  Taylor  the  1993 
Nobel  Prize  in  Physics.5  Other  binary  pulsars,  such  as 
B1534+12,  B2127+11C,  and  B1855+09,  are  also  yielding 
interesting  relativistic  tests.6 

Binary  pulsar  measurements  also  test  the  strong-field 
aspects  of  general  relativity,  because  the  neutron  stars 
that  make  up  the  systems  have  very  strong  internal  grav¬ 
ity,  which  contributes  as  much  as  several  tenths  of  the 
mass-energy  of  each  body  at  rest  (compared  to  the  orbital 
energy,  which  is  only  10“6  of  the  system’s  mass-energy).  In 
alternative  theories,  such  as  scalar-tensor  gravity,  the 
internal  self-gravity  effects  can  lead  to  qualitatively  new 
phenomena,  such  as  the  emission  of  dipole  gravitational 
radiation,  whose  damping  effect  on  the  orbit  can  be  signif¬ 
icantly  different  from  that  of  the  usual  quadrupole  radia¬ 
tion  of  general  relativity.  No  such  effects  induced  by  inter¬ 
nal  energy  occur  in  general  relativity. 

The  return  of  scalar-tensor  gravity 

Among  the  alternative  metric  theories  of  gravity, 
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scalar-tensor  theories  have  played  a  special  role.  The 
most  famous  of  the  theories  was  the  one  developed  and 
promoted  in  the  1960s  by  Brans  and  Dicke.  In  addition  to 
the  spacetime  geometry  described  by  a  metric,  g  , 
scalar-tensor  theories  postulate  a  scalar  field  <1>,  that,  in  a 
standard  representation,  couples  only  to  gravity  itself,  not 
to  matter,  thereby  satisfying  the  requirements  of  metric 
gravity  automatically.  The  “strength”  of  the  scalar  field  is 
determined  by  a  coupling  constant  co  such  that  the  larger 
the  value  of  co,  the  weaker  the  scalar  field.  In  the  large  co 
limit,  Brans-Dicke  theory  merges  smoothly  with  general 
relativity,  in  that  the  differences  between  the  two  theories 
in  all  predictions  vanish  roughly  as  1/co.  But  because 
measurements  of  the  deflection  of  light  described  above 
place  the  lower  bound  on  co  at  greater  than  3000, 
Brans-Dicke  theory  has  generally  been  regarded  as  all 
but  dead. 

During  the  past  decade,  however,  new  mutant  strains 
of  scalar-tensor  gravity  have  emerged,  their  formulation 
motivated  by  string  theory  and  by  some  models  of  infla¬ 
tionary  cosmology,  although  they  were  studied  in  other 
contexts  as  early  as  1968.  In  the  new  theories,  the  cou¬ 
pling  co  is  not  a  fixed  constant  but  is  a  function  of  the 
scalar  field  <£.  So  the  theories  can  agree  with  experiment 
in  the  present  Solar  System — when  has  values  such 
that  oKT)  >  3000 — but  may  be  very  different  from  general 
relativity  in  the  early  universe,  or  in  strong-field  regimes 
such  as  neutron  star  interiors.  In  typical  cosmological 
models,  the  scalar  field  evolves  in  such  a  way  that  ok TO  is 
driven  naturally  to  large  (though  finite)  values  in  the  pres¬ 
ent  epoch,  independently  of  its  value  in  the  early  universe. 
In  a  sense,  general  relativity  is  a  cosmological  “attractor” 
for  such  theories.  The  fact  that  the  present  value  of  co  in 
some  models  could  be  as  small  as  104,  suggests  interesting 
and  reachable  goals  for  future  experiments.  Not  only  that, 
but  as  noted  earlier,  some  string-inspired  theories  intro¬ 
duce  direct  weak  couplings  between  matter  and  the  scalar 


Figure  3.  Deflection  and  delay  of  light  passing  near 
the  Sun.  Plotted  are  values  of  the  coefficient  (1  +y)/2  based  on 
observations  of  the  deflection  of  light  and  of  the  Shapiro  delay 
in  the  propagation  of  radio  signals  near  the  Sun  (y  is  a  measure 
of  the  amount  of  spatial  curvature  generated  by  mass).  General 
relativity  predicts  a  value  of  unity  for  the  coefficient.  “Optical” 
denotes  measurements  of  stellar  deflection  made  during  solar 
eclipses.  “Radio”  denotes  interferometric  measurements  of 
radio-wave  deflection.  “VLBI”^denotes  very-long-baseline  radio 
interferometry.  “Hipparcos”  denotes  the  optical  astrometry 
satellite.  Arrows  indicate  the  anomalously  large  values  from  one 
of  the  1919  eclipse  expeditions  and  from  other  eclipse  expedi¬ 
tions  through  1947.  Shapiro  time-delay  measurements  with  the 
Viking  spacecraft  on  Mars  yielded  tests  at  the  0.1%  level,  and 
light-deflection  measurements  using  VLBI  have  reached  0.03%. 


field — and  by  doing  that,  can  violate  the  Einstein  equiva¬ 
lence  principle.3 

Future  experimental  tests 

Much  of  the  discussion  about  future  gravitational  experi¬ 
ments  focuses  on  ways  to  test  these  new  versions  of 
scalar-tensor  gravity,  in  the  hope  of  limiting  or  discover¬ 
ing  new  physics  that  might  arise  from  strings  or  other 
models  of  unification.  The  following  are  four  promising 
avenues  of  experimental  work. 

O  In  addition  to  improved  ground-based  Eotvos-type 
experiments,  which  could  test  the  weak  equivalence  prin¬ 
ciple  to  the  level  of  10~14,  a  proposed  satellite  test  could 
reach  the  level  of  10-18. 

t>  The  Stanford-Lockheed-NASA  Gyroscope  Experiment, 
called  Gravity  Probe  B,  will  measure  the  precession  of  an 
array  of  gyroscopes  in  Earth  orbit.  Although  its  primary 
science  goal  is  a  1%  measurement  of  the  dragging  of  iner¬ 
tial  frames  that  is  caused  by  Earth’s  rotation  (also  called 
the  Lense-Thirring  effect),  Gravity  Probe  B  will  also 
measure  the  precession  caused  by  ordinary  space  curva¬ 
ture  around  the  planet.  Measurement  of  this  effect  could 
bound  the  coupling  co  to  104  or  higher.  Launch  of  the  mis¬ 
sion  is  scheduled  for  late  2000. 7 

t>  Binary  pulsars  could  yield  bounds  on  scalar-tensor 
gravity,  because  that  theory  predicts  dipole  gravitational 
radiation.  Unfortunately,  the  bound  from  the  Hulse- 
Taylor  system  is  only  co  >  100,  because  the  near  identity  of 
the  two  neutron  stars  suppresses  dipole  radiation  by  sym¬ 
metry.  A  suitable  asymmetric  system  containing  a  black 
hole  or  a  white  dwarf  as  the  pulsar’s  companion  could 
yield  bounds  on  co  as  high  as  104. 

t>  Tests  of  the  force  of  gravity  at  submillimeter  ranges  are 
being  designed  that  could  detect  or  bound  new  gravitation¬ 
like  nonmetric  couplings. 

Gravitational-wave  tests  of  gravitation  theory 

What  could  the  direct  observation  of  gravitational  waves 
add  to  the  list  of  tests  and  bounds?  First,  detection  of  the 
waves  would  in  and  of  itself  be  a  striking  confirmation  of 
general  relativity,  despite  the  fact  that  their  existence  is 
strongly  supported  by  the  binary  pulsar.  Flere  the  situa¬ 
tion  is  reminiscent  of  the  case  of  neutrinos:  the  direct 
detection  of  neutrinos  by  Frederick  Reines  and  Clyde 
Cowan  in  1956  was  an  impressive  discovery  (worthy  of  the 
1995  Nobel  Prize  in  Physics)  despite  the  preexisting  confi¬ 
dence  in  their  reality  that  beta  decay  engendered.  Second, 
direct  study  of  gravitational  waves  will  check  their  prop¬ 
erties  as  predicted  by  general  relativity — properties  that 
are  only  indirectly  reflected  in  the  damping  of  binary  pul¬ 
sar  orbits.  Third,  gravitational  waves  are  likely  to  carry 
the  imprints  of  strong-gravity  phenomena  at  the  sources — 
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and  study  of  those  imprints  could  lead  to  tests  of  general 
relativity  in  the  strong-field  regime. 

Polarization  of  gravitational  waves.  A  laser-inter¬ 
ferometric  or  resonant-bar  gravitational-wave  detector 
measures  local  relative  displacements  of  mirrors  or 
mechanical  elements,  which  can  be  related  to  a  symmetric 
3x3  strain  tensor.  The  tensor,  in  turn,  can  be  related 
directly  to  components  of  the  Riemann  curvature  tensor  of 
spacetime  generated  by  the  wave.  The  six  independent 
components  of  the  strain  tensor  can  be  expressed  in  terms 
of  polarizations,  which  are  modes  of  motion  with  specific 
transformation  properties  under  rotations  and  boosts. 
Three  are  transverse  to  the  direction  of  propagation,  with 
two  representing  quadrupolar  deformations  and  one  rep¬ 
resenting  a  monopole  “breathing”  deformation.  The  other 
three  are  longitudinal,  with  one  being  an  axially  symmet¬ 
ric  stretching  mode  in  the  propagation  direction  and  the 
remaining  two  being  quadrupolar  (see  figure  4). 

General  relativity  predicts  only  the  first  two  trans¬ 
verse  quadrupolar  modes,  independently  of  the  source; 
this  behavior  goes  hand  in  hand  with  the  notion  that,  at  a 
quantum  level,  gravitational  waves  are  associated  with  a 
spin-2  particle,  the  graviton.  Scalar-tensor  theories  also 
predict  the  transverse  breathing  mode,  a  spin-0  mode. 
More  general  metric  theories  predict  up  to  the  full  com¬ 
plement  of  six  modes.  A  suitable  array  of  gravitational 
antennas  could  delineate  or  limit  the  number  of  modes 
present  in  a  given  wave.  If  evidence  were  found  of  any 
mode  other  than  the  two  transverse  quadrupolar  modes  of 
general  relativity,  the  result  would  be  disastrous  for  the 
theory.  On  the  other  hand,  the  absence  of  a  breathing  mode 
would  not  necessarily  rule  out  scalar-tensor  gravity, 
because  the  strength  of  that  mode  relative  to  the  quadrupo- 


FlGL JRE  4.  Six  POLARIZATION  MODES  for  gravitational  waves 
permitted  in  any  metric  theory  of  gravity.  Shown  is  the  dis¬ 
placement  that  each  mode  induces  on  a  ring  of  test  particles  at 
0°  and  180°  phase.  The  wave  propagates  in  the  +z  direction.  In 
the  three  transverse  modes,  the  wave  propagates  out  of  the 
plane;  in  the  three  longitudinal  modes,  the  wave  propagates  in 
the  plane.  There  is  no  displacement  out  of  the  plane  of  the  pic¬ 
ture.  In  general  relativity,  only  the  two  transverse  quadrupolar 
modes  are  present;  in  scalar-tensor  gravity,  the  transverse 
breathing  mode  may  also  be  present. 


lar  modes  will  depend  on  the  nature  of  the  source. 

Speed  of  gravitational  waves.  According  to  gener¬ 
al  relativity  (and  scalar-tensor  gravity,  as  it  happens),  in 
the  limit  wherein  the  wavelength  of  gravitational  waves  is 
small  in  comparison  to  the  radius  of  curvature  of  the  back¬ 
ground  spacetime,  the  waves  propagate  along  null  geodes¬ 
ics  of  the  background  spacetime.  In  other  words,  they  have 
precisely  the  same  speed,  c,  as  light  propagating  through 
the  same  region  would. 

One  circumstance  in  which  the  speed  u  of  gravi¬ 
tational  waves  could  differ  from  c  would  be  if  gravitation 
were  propagated  by  a  massive  field  (a  massive  graviton), 
in  which  case  the  value  of  ug  would  depend  on  the  gravita¬ 
tional  wavelength  A  according  to  v2/c2  =  1  -  A2/Ag2,  where 
A  =  him  c  is  the  graviton  Compton  wavelength. 

The  most  obvious  way  to  check  the  speed  of  gravita¬ 
tional  waves  is  to  compare  the  arrival  times  of  a  gravita¬ 
tional  wave  and  an  electromagnetic  wave  from  a  single 
event,  such  as  a  supernova.  For  a  source  at  a  distance  of 
200  megaparsecs,  a  bound  on  the  arrival  time  difference 
between  electromagnetic  and  gravitational  signals  of  one 
second  would  put  a  bound  of  5  x  10‘17  on  a  fractional  speed- 
difference.  This  scenario  assumes,  of  course,  that  the 
source  emits  both  gravitational  and  electromagnetic  radi¬ 
ation  in  detectable  amounts  and  that  the  relative  time  of 
emission  can  either  be  established  to  sufficient  accuracy  or 
be  shown  to  be  sufficiently  small. 

There  is  a  situation,  however,  in  which  a  bound  on  a 
hypothetical  wavelength-dependent  speed  could  be  set  by 
means  of  gravitational  radiation  alone.  That  is  the  case  of 
an  in-spiraling  compact  binary  system  containing  neutron 
stars  or  black  holes,  a  system  that  would  be  observed  by 
laser  interferometers  such  as  the  Laser  Interferometer 
Gravitational-Wave  Observatory  (LIGO,  discussed  in  the 
next  article,  by  Barish  and  Weiss)  and  the  instrument 
known  as  VIRGO.  In  in-spiraling  compact  binary  systems, 
gravitational-radiation  damping  drives  the  binary  toward 
smaller  separations  and  higher  orbital  frequencies,  a 
process  leading  eventually  to  a  catastrophic  merger. 
Gravitational  waves  from  the  last  few  minutes  of  those  in- 
spiraling  systems  will  sweep  through  the  sensitive  band¬ 
width  of  LIGO/VIRGO  detectors  (10  to  500  Hz).  We’ll 
detect  the  radiation  many  years  after  the  system  “died.” 
Because  the  frequency  of  the  gravitational  radiation 
sweeps  from  low  frequency  at  the  first  moment  of  obser¬ 
vation  to  higher  frequency  at  the  final  moment,  the  speed 
of  the  waves  emitted  will  vary  from  lower  speeds  at  first  to 
higher  speeds  (closer  to  c)  at  the  end.  The  variation  in 
speed  will  cause  discernible  distortion  in  the  observed 
phasing  of  the  waves.  Even  better  tests  of  a  wavelength- 
dependent  speed  could  be  obtained  by  observing  super- 
massive  in-spiraling  double  black  hole  systems  (104  to  107 
solar  masses)  in  the  centers  of  active  galaxies  by  means  of 
proposed  space-based  laser  interferometric  observatories8 
in  the  low-frequency  band  around  10-3  Hz. 

Gravitational  radiation  back  reaction.  Binary 
orbits  inevitably  decay,  because  of  the  loss  of  gravitational 
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radiation  energy.  It  is  predicted  that  the  Hulse-Taylor 
binary  pulsar  will  reach  a  final  in-spiral  and  merger  in 
240  million  years.  During  the  in-spiral  phase,  the  motion 
of  two  compact  bodies  (neutron  stars  or  black  holes)  can  be 
described  accurately  by  equations  that  treat  Newtonian 
motion  as  the  first  approximation  and  include  post- 
Newtonian  corrections  in  increasing  powers  of  v/c ,  where  v  is 
the  orbital  speed.  The  corrections  include  radiation  back 
reaction.  The  evolution  of  the  orbit  is  imprinted  on  the  phas¬ 
ing  of  the  emitted  waveform,  to  which  broadband  laser  inter¬ 
ferometers  are  especially  sensitive,  because  the  data  can  be 
cross-correlated  against  theoretical  templates  derived  from 
general  relativity.  Indeed,  the  sensitivity  of  the  interferome¬ 
ters  is  expected  to  be  so  high  that  the  equations  of  motion 
describing  the  orbit  must  be  accurate  to  order  (v/c)u  beyond 
ordinary  Newtonian  gravity.  Several  groups  are  now 
engaged  in  the  formidable  task  of  deriving  equations  of 
motion  from  general  relativity  to  that  high  order.9 

This  extraordinary  accuracy  will  provide  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  conduct  further  tests  of  general  relativity.  When 
spins  and  tidal  effects  can  be  ignored,  the  motion  depends 
only  on  the  two  masses.  As  in  the  case  of  the  binary  pul¬ 
sar,  measuring  the  various  post-Newtonian  correction 
terms  in  the  signal  leads  to  a  highly  overdetermined  situ¬ 
ation,  in  which  we  can  measure  the  two  masses  accurate¬ 
ly,  and  simultaneously  test  general  relativity.  One  addi¬ 
tional  test,  for  example,  arises  from  a  contribution— to  the 
gravitational-wave  signal  and  to  the  back  reaction — 
known  as  the  tail.  The  tail  is  a  fundamentally  nonlinear 
gravitational  effect  caused  by  backscattering  of  the  outgo¬ 
ing  gravitational  waves  off  the  local  spacetime  curvature 
generated  by  the  binary  system  itself.  The  action  of  the 
tail  results  in  a  unique  and  expected  contribution  to  the 
phasing  of  the  waves,  one  that  can  be  tested. 

Scalar-tensor  gravity  can  also  be  tested  by  means  of 
such  observations.  The  generation  of  dipole  gravitational 
radiation  by  an  asymmetric  binary  (for  technical  reasons, 
a  binary  consisting  of  a  neutron  star  and  a  black  hole  is 
best)  modifies  the  gravitational-radiation  back  reaction 
and  the  observed  phasing  of  the  waves.  The  fortuitous  dis¬ 
covery  of  such  a  system  could  lead  to  a  bound  on  the 
scalar-tensor  coupling  constant  oj  that  exceeds  current 
Solar  System  bounds. 

Testing  general  relativity  at  strong  fields 

Finally,  the  in-spiraling  and  merger  of  two  compact 


Figure  5.  Gravitational  waveform  expected  from  com¬ 
pact  binary  in-spiral,  merger,  and  ringdown  of  a  final  black 
hole.  During  the  in-spiral  phase,  a  post-Newtonian  approxima¬ 
tion  carried  to  high  powers  of  v/c  beyond  Newtonian  order 
accurately  describes  the  orbit  and  waveform,  with  amplitude 
A(t)  and  phase  <p(t)  that  evolve  nonlinearly  with  time.  The 
merger  waveform  is  unknown  at  present;  to  determine  it  is  the 
primary  goal  of  numerical  relativity.  The  ring-down  waveform 
is  a  superposition  of  damped  normal  modes.  For  each  mode, 
the  damping  coefficient  a  and  frequency  ft  have  been  thorough¬ 
ly  calculated  by  means  of  perturbation  theory  and  have  been 
cataloged  as  functions  of  the  mass  and  spin  of  the  black  hole. 


objects,  or  the  core  collapse  in  a  supernova,  involve  the 
physics  of  spacetime  curvature  in  the  limit  of  strong,  high¬ 
ly  dynamical  fields,  as  well  as  the  formation  and  evolution 
of  black  hole  event  horizons.  Although  this  physics  is  so 
complex  that  quantitatively  precise  tests  of  general  rela¬ 
tivity  are  not  likely  to  be  realized,  making  qualitatively 
striking  tests  may  nevertheless  be  possible.  For  example, 
the  gravitational-wave  signal  generated  by  the  in-spiral¬ 
ing  and  merger  of  two  compact  objects  to  form  a  black 
hole,  and  the  waves  emitted  during  the  ring-down  of  the 
Final  black  hole  in  its  discrete  set  of  normal  modes,  will  be 
imprinted  with  the  masses  and  spins  of  the  in-spiraling 
objects  and  the  mass  and  angular  momentum  of  the  final 
black  hole.  The  signal  will  reflect  dynamical,  strong-field 
general  relativity  in  its  full  glory  (see  figure  5).  Finding 
firm  predictions  for  the  waves  to  compare  the  observations 
against  requires  solving  Einstein’s  equations  in  a  regime 
in  which  post-Newtonian  methods  fail.  Only  large-scale 
numerical  computation  has  a  hope  of  yielding  reliable 
results.  This  challenging  task  has  been  taken  up  by  many 
“numerical  relativity”  groups  around  the  world.10  The  dis¬ 
covery  and  study  of  the  formation  of  a  black  hole  by  means 
of  gravitational  waves  would  provide  a  stunning  test  of 
relativistic  gravity. 

/  have  adapted  this  article  from  a  talk  l  gave  at  the  April  1 998  meeting  of 
the  American  Physical  Society.  My  work  is  supported  in  part  hy  the 
National  Science  Foundation. 
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From:  Stephen  Benka 

To:  Jeff  Schmidt 

Date:  8/19/99  7:09pm 

Subject:  First  thoughts  on  your  response  to  the  review 

Jeff, 

Because  you  didn't  have  time  to  discuss  your  response  to  your  review  when  you  gave  it  to  me,  here  are  my  initial 
thoughts  on  the  inaccuracies  that  you  perceive.  Let's  discuss  this  further  as  soon  as  possible. 

Your  example  #1:  You  neglected  to  mention  that,  initially,  you  had  wanted  to  count  Goldstein  as  one  long  article,  not 
two.  However,  because  you  had  completed  Goldstein  within  the  previous  review  cycle,  and  because  you  were  two 
full  articles  short  of  your  already  reduced  (because  of  your  cancelled  paternity  leave)  production  goal  for  last  year, 
we  counted  them  as  two  and  included  them  in  that  cycle.  This  ensured  that  you  would  receive  an  "acceptable"  rating, 
which  was  clearly  in  your  best  interest. 

Each  editor  who  worked  on  decadal  excerpts  for  the  anniversary  issue  did  the  equivalent  of  one  full  article’s 
work  in  his  or  her  decade.  There  would  be  no  reason  to  count  yours  otherwise,  except  that  your  work  on  your  decade 
had  to  be  largely  redone  by  someone  else. 

As  of  today,  to  my  knowledge,  the  Will  article  is  not  yet  completed.  If  it  were,  I  would  count  it  as  an  article 
completed  within  this  review  period. 

Your  example  #2:  You  are  right  that  I  should  have  discussed  the  change  of  weights  with  you.  I  apologize  for  not 
having  done  so.  Let's  discuss  and  agree  on  your  job  description  as  soon  as  possible. 

Your  example  #3:  My  description  is  accurate. 

Your  example  #4:  Your  appeal  to  Charles  Harris,  Theresa  Braun,  and  James  Stith  was  the  proper  procedure  to 
follow.  However,  as  we  discussed  earlier  today  (and  at  other  times),  your  surreptitious  circulation  of  your  response  to 
the  staff  was  entirely  inappropriate. 

I  still  would  like  you  to  tell  me  which  member  or  members  of  the  staff  you  have  discussed  this  year’s  review  with. 
-Steve 
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Law  Offices 

FIiNKELSTEIN  &  HORVITZ,  P.C. 
Suite  400  East 
7315  Wisconsin  Avenue 
Bethesda,  Maryland  20814 

Telephone:  (301)  951-8400 
Facsimile:  (301)  951-8401 


Nathan  I.  Finkelstein,  DC,  MD,  GA 
Laurie  B.  Horvitz,  DC,  MD 


July  16,  2002 


OF  COUNSEL: 

Margo  E.  Manspeizer,  DC,  MD 


VIA  OVERNIGHT  DELIVERY 

Samuel  N.  Fontaine 
Chairperson 
Prince  George’s  County 
Human  Relations  Commission 
1400  McCormick  Drive,  Suite  245 
Largo,  MD  20774 

Dear  Mr.  Fontaine: 

Please  find  enclosed  a  copy  of  Mr.  Jeff  Schmidt’s  request  to  reconsider  the  letter 
of  determination,  dated  June  17,  2002.  We  are  transmitting  a  copy  to  you  directly  in  an 
effort  to  fully  preserve  Mr.  Schmidt’s  appeal  rights  with  respect  to  that  determination.  The 
exhibits  that  are  referenced  in  the  attached  letter  have  been  transmitted  directly  to  Mr. 
Welch. 


Please  do  not  hesitate  to  call  if  you  have  any  questions. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

FINKELSTEIN  &  HORVITZ,  P.C. 


S'rA 

/ 

) 

Laurie  B.  HorTttz,  Esq.  (J 

1 

Nathan  I.  Finkelstein,  Esq. 

Attorneys  for  Complainant,  Jeff  Schmidt 
731 5  Wisconsin  Ave.,  Suite  400  East 
Bethesda,  Maryland  20814 
(301)951-8400 


Enclosures 
cc:  William  Welch 
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VIA  OVERNIGHT  DELIVERY 

July  16,  2002 

William  A.  Welch,  Sr.,  Ed.D. 

Executive  Director 
Prince  George’s  County 
HUMAN  RELATIONS  COMMISSION 
1400  McCormick  Drive,  Suite  245 
Largo,  Maryland  20774 

Re:  Schmidt  v.  The  American  Institute  of  Physics 

Dear  Dr.  Welch: 

This  letter  is  submitted  on  behalf  of  Jeff  Schmidt.  He  is  seeking  reconsideration  of 
a  determination  that  was  rendered  on  June  17,  2002.  For  the  reasons  set  forth  below, 

Mr.  Schmidt  asks  the  Commission  to  reopen  his  case  and  consider  additional  evidence. 

L  Introduction 

On  June,  17,  2002,  the  Prince  George’s  County  Commission  on  Human  Relations 
issued  a  letter  of  determination  in  the  case  Schmidt  v.  American  Institute  of  Phvsics.  in 
that  case,  Jeff  Schmidt  (“Schmidt”)  alleges  that  his  former  employer,  the  American 
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Institute  of  Physics  (“Company”),  retaliated  against  him  for  challenging  the  Company's 
failure  to  adhere  to  Equal  Employment  Opportunity  employmentpractices  in  violation  of 
Title  VII.  Upon  review,  the  Commission  found  that  there  was  insufficient  evidence  to 
support  Schmidt’s  allegations  that  the  Company  retaliated  against  him  in  the  terms, 
conditions,  privileges  and  termination  of  his  employment.  However,  a  proper  and  careful 
consideration  of  the  evidence  establishes  that  Schmidt  successfully  established  a  prirria 
facie  case  of  Title  VII  violations  that  the  Company  failed  to  rebut.  Furthermore,  in  light  of 
new  evidence  that  will  be  introduced  herein,  as  well  as  the  public  policy  underlying  Title 
VII,  the  Company  clearly  should  be  held  liable  for  unlawful  retaliatory  conduct.  Based  on 
the  evidence  presented  previously  and  herein,  this  case  should  be  reopened. 

Schmidt  is  a  white  male  who  had  worked  for  1 9  years  as  a  staff  editor  at  Physics 
Today  magazine,  a  Company  publication,  before  his  employment  was  terminated  on  May 
31 , 2000.  While  employed  at  Physics  Today,  Schmidt  actively  challenged  the 
Company’s  all-white  employment  practices  at  the  professional  level.  Schmidt  organized 
with  other  employees  of  the  Company  to  form  a  coalition  of  employees  who  disagreed 
with  what  they  considered  to  be  discriminatory  employment  practices.1  By  far,  Schmidt 
was  the  most  outspoken  member  of  this  group.  In  fact,  on  November  5,  1 997,  Schmidt 
took  the  initiative  to  file  an  internal  Title  VII  based  complaint,  even  though  Schmidt 
himself  is  not  a  member  of  any  protected  class.  Schmidt  alleges  that  following  this 
action,  the  Company  retaliated  against  him  in  a  number  of  ways  that  adversely  affected 
his  employment,  and  that  finally  resulted  in  the  termination  of  his  employment  on  May  31, 

^ince  Physics  Today  relocated  to  College  Park,  Maryland,  in  1993,  it  has  hired 
exclusively  white  professionals. 
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2000. 


The  law  as  stated  in  the  Commission’s  letter  of  determination  is  as  follows:  In  a 
Title  VII  claim  of  retaliation  under  Sec.  704  (a),  the  Commission  must  first  establish  that 
the  charging  party  either  opposed  an  unlawful  practice  or  participated  in  the  investigation 
of  the  same.  The  Commission  must  establish  that  the  Respondent  had  knowledge  that 
the  charging  party  engaged  in  the  protected  activity.  As  the  Commission  correctly  noted 
in  its  letter,  this  burden  was  satisfied  when  Schmidt  filed  an  internal  Title  VII  complaint  on 
November  5,  1 997.  Furthermore,  Schmidt  openly  challenged  the  Company’s  failure  to 
interview  or  hire  minority  candidates  on  numerous  occasions,  and  openly  organized  with 
co-workers  on  this  issue.  The  Company  was  well  aware  of  these  activities.  In  addition  to 
the  Title  VII  complaint,  Schmidt’s  activities  included  the  following: 

(1)  on  October  4,  1996,  Schmidt  complained  to  the  Physics  Today  advisory 
committee  about  unjustified  salary  differentials  between  the  one  minority 
professional  and  the  white  professionals; 

(2)  on  November  1 5,  1 996,  Schmidt  led  the  effort  by  a  few  staff  members  to  request 
in  writing  that  the  company  change  its  hiring  practices  to  "increase  diversity  of 
Physics  Today  staff; 

(3)  on  November  26  and  27,  1 996,  Schmidt  and  a  co-worker  successfully  pressured 
the  company  into  sending  a  job-opening  announcement  to  minority  group 
organizations  and  gave  the  entire  Physics  Today  staff  a  progress  report; 

(4)  in  April  1997,  at  a  Physics  Today  staff  meeting,  Schmidt  argued  strongly  that 
promising  minority  applicants  should  be  interviewed  for  an  open  position;  Physics 
Today  publisher  Charles  Harris  and  Editor  Stephen  G.  Benka  said  no; 

(5)  on  October  1 7,  1 997,  Schmidt  met  with  the  Physics  Today  advisory  committee 
and  objected  to  the  magazine's  discriminatory  employment  practices  and  failure  to 
live  up  to  its  claim  that  it  is  an  affirmative  action  employer; 

(6)  on  November  7,  1997,  Schmidt  suggested  to  American  Institute  of  Physics 
Executive  Director  and  Chief  Executive  Officer  Marc  H.  Brodsky  that  Brodsky 
speak  with  the  only  minority  group  member  of  the  Physics  Today  staff  about 
discrimination  at  the  magazine  (Brodsky  failed  to  do  so); 

(7)  on  March  20,  1 998,  Schmidt  met  with  Mr.  Brodsky  and  pressed  him  to  conduct  the 
equal  opportunity  staff  training  that  he  had  promised  (Brodsky  failed  to  do  so);  and 
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(8)  on  April  27,  1 998,  Schmidt  circulated  to  1 2  co-workers  a  memo,  the  largest 

section  of  which  detailed  the  company's  resistance  to  equal  opportunity.  (See  the 
chronology  entries  for  these  dates.) 

Thus  Schmidt  engaged  in  extensive  activism  in  furtherance  of  Title  VII  policies. 

The  law  also  states  that  there  must  have  been  an  adverse  action  taken  against 
the  charging  party  in  close  proximity  to  the  time  the  charging  party  engaged  in  the 
protected  activity.  Again,  the  Commission  correctly  found  that  this  burden  had  been 
satisfied  when  Schmidt  was  terminated  on  May  31 , 2000.  Furthermore,  the  Company 
acted  adversely  against  Schmidt  and  his  co-workers  on  many  other  occasions.  In  one 
example,  Schmidt’s  supervisor  insisted  on  being  included  in  Schmidt’s  private 
conversations  with  his  co-workers,  and  stated,  as  his  reason,  that  he  wished  to  prevent 
any  further  organizing  by  Schmidt.  The  Company  was  made  aware  at  the  executive  level 
of  the  manager’s  statement,  and  did  nothing  in  response.  Schmidt  informed  Company 
executives  both  verbally  and  in  writing  of  his  belief  that  the  Company  was  banning  his 
private  conversations  with  co-workers.  In  no  way  did  the  Company  dispute  Schmidt’s 
understanding  of  the  Company’s  policies.  Therefore,  the  Company  ratified  and  approved 
the  ban  on  Schmidt’s  private  conversations  with  co-workers.  This  conduct  clearly  sent  a 
message  to  Schmidt’s  co-workers  that  challenging  the  Company’s  employment  practices 
was  actively  discouraged  by  the  Company.  Other  co-workers  who  took  issue  with  the 
employment  practices  felt  hostility  and  pressure  to  an  extent  that  caused  them  to  leave 
the  Company.  This  is  further  evidence  of  the  Company’s  unlawful  activity. 

The  Company  also  acted  adversely  toward  Schmidt  by  penalizing  him  through  his 
performance  reviews.  Significantly,  two  such  reviews  prevented  Schmidt  from  obtaining 
the  salary  increase  that  he  had  reasonably  expected.  This  constituted  retaliatory 
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conduct  by  the  Company.  Again,  the  Company  has  failed  to  effectively  rebut  the 
presumption  of  a  Title  VII  violation.  Rather,  the  evidence  shows  that  any  reason  offered 
by  the  Company  in  response  to  this  action  is  purely  pretext. 

Finally,  the  law  states  that  there  must  be  proof  of  a  causal  connection  between  the 
protected  activity  (filed  complaint)  and  the  adverse  employment  action.  The  Commission 
found  that  the  burden  was  not  satisfied  with  respect  to  this  element.  However,  the 
evidence  shows  that  the  reason  proffered  by  the  Company  to  explain  its  conduct  is 
clearly  pretextual.  A  proper  consideration  of  the  evidence  shows  that  this  element  has 
been  met.  Furthermore,  in  light  of  new  evidence  that  will  be  presented  herein,  as  well 
as  a  proper  consideration  of  the  public  policy  that  underlies  a  Title  VII  claim  of  retaliation, 
this  case  should  be  re-opened  and  reversed  in  favor  of  Schmidt  and  against  the 
Company. 

The  Evidence  Presented  Establishes  a  Causal  Connection  between 

Schmidt’s  Protected  Activity  and  Respondent’s  Adverse  Employment 

Action  in  Clear  Violation  of  Title  VII. 

To  establish  unlawful  retaliation,  there  must  be  proof  that  the  Respondent  took  an 
adverse  action  because  the  charging  party  engaged  in  a  protected  activity.  Proof  of  a 
retaliatory  motive  can  be  through  direct  or  circumstantial  evidence.  A  violation  is 
established  if  there  is  circumstantial  evidence  raising  an  inference  of  retaliation  and  if  the 
Respondent  fails  to  produce  evidence  of  a  legitimate,  non-retaliatory  reason  for  the 
challenged  action,  or  if  the  reason  advanced  by  the  Respondent  is  a  pretext  to  hide  the 
retaliatory  motive. 
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Here,  the  Commission  correctly  notes  in  its  letter  of  determination  that  the 
evidence  establishes  an  inference  of  retaliation,  in  that  the  adverse  action  (termination  of 
employment)  occurred  shortly  after  the  protected  activity  (filing  complaint)  and  that  the 
Respondent  was  aware  of  the  protected  activity  before  taking  the  action.  Therefore,  the 
Commission  recognizes  that  a  prima  facie  case  of  unlawful  retaliation  with  respect  to 
Schmidt’s  employment  has  been  established. 

Significantly,  there  is  an  abundance  of  direct  and  circumstantial  evidence  that 
establishes  that  Respondent  violated  Title  VII  by  retaliating  against  Schmidt  in  the  terms, 
conditions,  privileges,  and  termination  of  his  employment.  Accordingly,  where  there  is  an 
inference  of  retaliation,  the  burden  shifts  to  the  Respondent  to  produce  evidence  of  a 
legitimate,  nondiscriminatory  reason  for  the  challenged  action.  Respondent  has  failed  to 
meet  this  burden. 

IP  Respondent  has  failed  to  produce  evidence  of  a  legitimate,  non- 

discriminatory  reason  for  any  of  its  adverse  actions  against  Schmidt. 

A.  The  evidence  establishes  that  Respondent  retaliated  against  Schmidt  in  the 
terms,  conditions  and  privileges  of  his  employment. 

The  Ban. 

Schmidt  alleges  that  Respondent  banned  his  private  conversations  with  co¬ 
employees  beginning  on  January  28,  1998.  Specifically,  Schmidt  alleges  that  on  two 
occasions  on  January  28,  1 998,  his  supervisor,  Stephen  G.  Benka  interrupted  him  as  he 
was  speaking  privately  with  a  co-worker.  In  the  first  instance,  Mr.  Benka  saw  Schmidt  in 
a  co-worker’s  office,  opened  the  door,  entered  the  room  and  asked  if  he  could  join  the 
conversation.  Schmidt  and  his  co-employee  said  okay.  Later,  when  Schmidt  was 
speaking  with  a  co-worker  by  telephone,  Mr.  Benka  interrupted  and  demanded  to  be 
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included  in  the -conversation.  Schmidt  and  his  co-worker  asked  why;  Benka  announced 
to  Schmidt  that  he  was  forbidding  all  private  conversations  between  staff  members  at 
work.  It  is  alleged  that  Mr.  Benka  announced  that  all  future  conversations  between  staff 
members  had  to  be  open  to  management  supervision.  When  asked  why,  he  said 
something  to  the  effect  of  “I  don’t  want  anything  like  what  happened  last  year  to  happen 
again.”  Schmidt  alleges  that  he  understood  this  statement  to  refer  to  the  workplace 
organizing  regarding  hiring  practices  that  had  taken  place  the  previous  year  in  which 
Schmidt  had  played  a  leading  role.  Furthermore,  the  Company  was  aware  that  Schmidt 
understood  this  statement  to  be  a  reprisal  for  his  workplace  organizing.  On  April  27, 
1998,  Schmidt  wrote  an  appeal  to  two  executives  of  the  Company  in  which  he 
complained  about  the  ban  on  his  private  conversations  in  the  workplace  and  described  in 
detail  the  announcement  made  by  Mr.  Benka.  The  Company  failed  to  address  this 
aspect  of  the  appeal,  and  made  no  attempts  to  correct  Schmidt’s  understanding  that  the 
Company's  policy  was  intended  to  discourage  Schmidt’s  workplace  organizing.  This 
action  alone  would  create  a  hostile  work  environment  sufficient  to  sustain  an  action 
under  Title  VII.  Clearly,  the  right  to  engage  in  private  conversations  with  co-workers  is  a 
term,  condition  and  privilege  that  Schmidt  and  other  similarly  situated  employees  enjoyed 
at  the  workplace.  Once  the  Company  became  aware  that  Schmidt  was  employing  such 
privileges  to  challenge  the  Company’s  employment  practices  and  to  encourage  his  co¬ 
workers  to  do  the  same,  the  Company  communicated  its  intention  to  monitor  and  prevent 
any  further  use  of  such  privileges.  Furthermore,  Mr.  Benka’s  policy  was  ratified  and 
approved  at  the  executive  level. 
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Importantly,  Schmidt’s  allegations  that  he  was  subject  to  retaliation  because  he 
openly  challenged  the  Company’s  employment  practices  are  supported  overwhelmingly 
with  corroborating  witness  testimony.  Within  the  Commission’s  letter  of  determination 
alone,  the  following  statements  are  cited: 

•  “The  witness  stated  that  Complainant  in  the  fall  of  1 996  was  raising  issues 
with  management  concerning  compliance  with  Respondent’s  Affirmative  _ 
Action  Plan.” 

•  "This  witness  stated  that  he  believes  Complainant  was  affected  because  he 
was  considered  the  ringleader.” 

•  “Complainant  started  having  trouble  when  he  started  questioning 
Respondent’s  adherence  to  its  Affirmative  Action.” 

•  "This  witness  stated  that  she  believes  that  she  was  not  adversely  affected 
because  she  was  less  assertive  than  Complainant.”  (Emphasis  added). 

•  “This  witness  stated  that  at  one  time  Complainant  raised  issues  of 

affirmative  action”  (minorities  under-represented). 

•  “The  witness  stated  that  a  group  of  them  were  regarded  as  troublemakers 
and  agitators.” 

The  evidence  oveivvhelmingly  establishes  that  the  message  sent  by  this  Company 
to  its  employees  is  intolerable  and  undermines  the  aims  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964. 
The  Company's  conduct  in  discouraging  Schmidt  and  others  from  speaking  out  against 
its  employment  practices  is  exactly  what  the  retaliation  provision  of  Title  VII  seeks  to 
prohibit.  It  is  rare  indeed,  that  any  employee,  particularly  one  who  does  not  belong  to 
any  protected  class,  would  openly  challenge  an  employer’s  failure  to  practice  equal 
employment  opportunity.  A  Company  must  not  be  permitted  to  so  blatantly  seek  io 
silence  or  discourage  any  employee  from  attempting  to  further  the  aims  of  such  an 
important  statute  as  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964. 
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Although'the  facts  described  above  sufficiently  establish  a  prima  facie  case  that 
Company  retaliated  against  Schmidt  in  the  terms,  conditions  and  -privileges  of  his 
employment  by  instituting  a  ban  on  his  private  conversations  in  the  workplace,  In  support 
of  this  position,  the  Commission  is  encouraged  to  consider  the  following: 

In  its  earlier  determination,  the  Commission  evidently  confused  two  different 
events  --  the  gag  order  of  September  26,  1 997,  and  the  ban  of  January  28,  1 998  on 
Schmidt’s  private  conversations  with  co-workers.  Specifically,  the  Commission  relied 
upon  and  quoted  from  the  gag  order  memorandum  in  its  finding  that  Schmidt  was  not 
banned  from  having  private  conversations  after  filing  an  internal  Title  VII  based 
complaint.  See  Letter  of  Determination  p.  7. 

The  Commission  correctly  notes  that  the  gag  order  was  not  a  ban  on  Schmidt’s 
private  conversations  with  co-workers.  Rather,  the  gag  order  stated  that  behavior  that 
the  Company  considered  "destructive  and  counterproductive”  would  not  be  tolerated. 
When  in  context,  this  communication  revealed  the  Company’s  complete  intolerance  of 
any  comments  by  Schmidt  regarding  the  treatment  of  persons  within  protected  classes.  • 
its  all-white  employment  practice  as  counterproductiveT^See,  for  example,  the  entries  for 
April  1997  and  October  17,  1997  in  the  chronology  dated  October  3,  2000,  which 
Schmidt  submitted  to  the  Prince  George’s  County  Human  Relations  Commission  on  21 
November  2000.)  As  a  result,  Schmidt,  and  indeed,  many  other  corroborating  witnesses 
viewed  the  memo  as  a  "gag  order.”  Significantly,  under  pressure  from  staff,  the 
Company  rescinded  the  memo  on  December  2,  1997. 

The  ban  on  Schmidt’s  private  conversations  was  imposed  five  months  after  the 
gag  order  was  issued.  Evidence  of  the  ban  is  overwhelming:^ 
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•  The  enclosed  contemporaneous  letter  (Exhibit  B,  dated  4  February  1998)  from 
Schmidt  to  a  co-worker  on  vacation  describes  in  exhaustive  detail  the  imposition 
of  the  ban  on  private  conversations. 

•  The  enclosed  statements  by  co-workers  describe  the  ban  on  private 
conversations.  (Exhibit  C,  See  pages  6,  7  and  8  of  the  11 -page  document,  dated 
May  2002,  in  which  a  human  rights  committee  of  scientists  reports  the  findings  of 
its  investigation  into  Schmidt’s  firing.  This  is  new  material.) 

•  The  enclosed  document  of  dated  April  27,  1 998,  explicitly  appeals  the  ban  to  two 
top  executives  of  the  Company.  (Exhibit  D  See  pages  17-18  of  the  57-page 
document  of  April  27, 1 998.  This  is  new  material.) 

•  Schmidt  also  appealed  the  ban  orally,  to  one  of  the  top  executives,  on  June 
25,1 998.  (See  the  chronology  entry  for  that  date.) 

•  Co-worker  Paul  Elliott,  shortly  after  the  ban  on  private  conversations  was 
imposed,  appealed  to  Physics  Today  publisher  Charles  Harris  to  end  the  ban. 
(Harris  took  no  action.) 

•  When  Schmidt’s  supervisor  learned  that  Schmidt  had  discussed  a  retaliatory 
performance  review  with  his  co-workers  privately,  he  demanded  that  Schmidt 
name  the  co-workers  with  whom  he  had  spoken.  The  co-workers  did  not  want 
their  names  released,  and  their  supervisor’s  unrelenting  investigation  of  their 
private  conversations  with  Schmidt  intimidated  them  and  served  to  reinforce  the 
ban  on  Schmidt’s  private  conversations  with  co-workers.  (See  record  of  the 
August  1999  “probe.”  This  is  new  material.) 

In  light  of  the  above  evidence,  the  Commission  erred  when  it  found  that  there  was 
never  any  ban  on  Schmidt’s  private  conversations.  That  finding  is  not  supported  by  the 
evidence  and  should  be  reversed.  That  ban,  which  remained  in  effect  until  Schmidt  was 
dismissed,  by  itself  warrants  the  issuance  of  a  complaint  and  should  not  be  tolerated  by 
the  Prince  George’s  County  Human  Relations  Commission.2 


2  On  a  related  issue,  the  Commission  erred  in  its  conclusion  that  “some  of 
Complainant’s  co-workers  participated  in  protected  activity  along  with  Complainant,  but 
were  not  adversely  affected.”  In  fact,  these  co-workers,  --  Graham  Collins,  Jean 
Kumagai  and  Paul  Elliott  --  were  not  targeted  individually  to  the  same  extent  that 
Schmidt  was,  but  they  were  adversely  affected  by  the  repressive  workplace  atmosphere 
that  the  Company  imposed  in  response  to  their  protected  group  activities,  in  fact,  when 
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B.  The  evidence  establishes  that  Respondent  retaliated  against  Schmidt 
when  he  was  given  a  retaliatory  performance  review. 


The  Review. 

When  reviewing  a  claim  of  retaliation  under  Title  VII  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act,  the 
evidence  is  considered  cumulatively.  A  single  act  may  not,  by  itself,  always  amount  to  a 
violation  of  Title  VII.  However,  that  same  act,  when  viewed  in  light  of  the  surrounding  ' 
circumstances,  may  prove  quite  significant  in  evaluating  a  retaliation  claim.  Here,  a 
review  of  the  circumstances  surrounding  the  negative  performance  reviews  received  by 
Schmidt  in  1998  and  1999  strongly  supports  an  inference  of  retaliation  that  Respondent 
has  failed  to  effectively  rebut. 

Schmidt  alleges  that  the  Company  retaliated  against  him  with  inaccurate,  unfair 
and  punitive  performance  evaluations.  As  an  example,  Schmidt  refers  to  a  performance 
review  dated  March  12,  1998.  At  the  time  that  this  review  was  given,  Schmidt  and  his  co- 
workers  believed  that  the  review  was  a  reprisal,  and  considered  it  to  be  “grossly 
inaccurate,  unfair  and  punitive.” 

Referring  to  that  performance  review  (in  a  document  that  wasn’t  available  to  the 
Commission’s  investigator),  co-worker  Kumagai  notes  that  “one  year,  management 
lowered  [Jeffs]  rating  from  ’exceeds  job  requirements’  to  ‘meets  job  requirements,1 


management  stepped  up  its  repressive  efforts,  all  three  of  these  co-workers  resigned  in 
short  order,  after  many  years  of  employment  with  the  Company.  It  is  telling  that  Collins 
and  Elliott  left  without  even  arranging  other  employment,  and  explicitly  cited  intolerable 
management  practices  by  the  Company.  Kumagai  arranged  other  employment  before 
resigning,  but  attributes  her  resignation  to  the  repressive/hostile  environment  imposed 
by  management  and  to  the  Company’s  hypocrisy  about  equal  employment  opportunity. 
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despite  the  lack  of  evidence  that  the  quality  or  quantity  of  Jeffs  work  had  fallen.  Jeff 
contended,  and  I  agree,  that  they  were  punishing  him  for  his  workplace  activism.”  See 
Exhibit  C,  page  5. 

Schmidt’s  written  rebuttal  to  the  review  proves  that  Schmidt’s  position  at  the  time 
was  that  this  review  was  a  reprisal  for  Schmidt’s  protected  activity.  Never  before  during 
Schmidt’s  many  years  at  the  Company  had  he  felt  it  necessary  to  write  a  rebuttal  to  a  ' 
performance  review.  See  Exhibit  CKThis  single  act,  when  viewed  in  light  of  the 
surrounding  circumstances,  is  significant  evidence  of  retaliatory  conduct. 

The  Commission’s  review  of  Schmidt's  1999  performance  review  unfortunately 
overlooks  the  evidence  of  reprisal.  Significantly,  the  performance  review  criticizes  as 
“unacceptable"  the  fact  that  Schmidt  wrote  and  circulated  to  the  staff  a  memo  that 
“dwelled  at  length  on  issues  not  related  to  his  job."  The  paramount  issue  that  the  memo 
addressed  was  the  Company’s  discriminatory  employment  practices.  Based  on  this 
criticism,  the  review  gave  Schmidt  a  very  low  rating  in  the  area  titled  “Support  the 
editorial  effort  of  PT,"3  that  adversely  affected  his  salary.  And  as  the  chronology  notes, 
Schmidt’s  supervisor  criticized  him  harshly  for  circulating  the  memo,  telling  him,  “You  are 
lucky  you  still  have  your  job  after  doing  that.”  See  Exhibit  A. 

The  letter  of  determination,  on  pages  3-5,  quotes  management  statements  in 
Schmidt’s  performance  reviews  at  great  length,  and  yet  fails  to  evaluate  the  accuracy  of 
the  statements  therein  or  the  typical  manner  in  which  other  employees  were  reviewed  by 
the  Company.  The  workload  numbers  and  statements  quoted  are  largely  inaccurate,  as 


3  A  rating  of  1 .5  in  area  3 
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detailed,  for  example,  in  the  document  of  April  27,  1998.  These  management 
statements  should  have  been  subjected  to  critical  review  in  light  of- the  document  of  April 
27,  1998  and  the  performance  reviews  of  co-workers. 

An  examination  of  the  performance  reviews  of  co-workers,  for  example,  would 
reveal  that  a  common  management  theme  on  performance  reviews  at  the  Company  was, 
“What  more  can  you  do  for  us?”  The  Commission  failed  to  appreciate  this  fact  when  it' 
stated,  “Investigation  disclosed  that  Respondent  has  raised  concerns  regarding 
Complainant’s  productivity  since  before  Complainant  filed  his  internal  Title  VII  based 
complaint.”  This  observation  misses  an  important  point.  The  Company  raised  the  issue 
of  productivity  for  19  years,  but  only  took  a  “hard  line”  on  it  after  Schmidt  complained 
about  all-white  hiring  practices.  The  performance  review  covering  the  period  February 
1996  -  January  1997  illustrates  how  productivity  had  been  treated  in  the  past:  as  just  one 
of  many  factors  for  judging  an  employee.  Significantly,  the  review,  dated  February  13, 
1997,  was  conducted  two  months  before  Schmidt  confronted  management  about  its 
failure  to  interview  the  minority  job  applicants  whom  management  had  identified  as  “very 
promising.”  Despite  the  fact  that  managers  wrote  that  Schmidt  failed  to  meet  his 
productivity  quota,  they  nevertheless  gave  him  an  overall  rating  of  4  -  "Exceeds  job 
requirements."  (See  letter  of  determination,  page  3,  middle  paragraph.) 

Significantly,  Title  VII  requires  a  finding  of  pretext  where  similarly  situated 
employees  are  not  subjected  to  the  same  adverse  actions  as  the  Title  VII  complainant. 
Here,  the  company  clearly  took  different  action  with  Schmidt  than  it  did  with  other 
similarly-situated  employees.  Therefore,  the  Company’s  explanations  for  its  adverse 
actions  must  be  regarded  as  pretext. 
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For  example,  a  look  at  the  performance  reviews  of  co-workers  also  would  reveal 
that  when  the  Company  was  truly  concerned  about  an  employee’s  productivity,  it  took 
action  outside  of  performance  reviews  --  by  putting  the  employee  on  probation.  Co- 
worker  Bertram  Schwarzschild,  for  example,  was  put  on  probation  for  low  productivity.  It 
is  telling  to  compare  the  Company’s  treatment  of  Schwarzschild  and  its  treatment  of 
Schmidt.  Schwarzschild’s  employment  at  Physics  Today  paralleled  Schmidt’s  in  starting 
date,  job  title  and  salary.  The  Company  considered  Schwarzschiid’s  productivity  to  be 
deficient  enough  to  warrant  probation;  Schmidt  was  never  put  on  probation. 

Schwarzschild  openly  spent  office  time  on  personal  activities,  including 
rehearsing  lines  for  plays,  making  personal  telephone  calls,  debating  controversial 
current  events  at  length  with  co-workers,  writing  fiction  on  his  office  computer,  sending 
personal  e-mail,  surfing  the  Web,  playing  computer  solitaire  and  so  on;  Schmidt  devoted 
himself  almost  exclusively  to  the  needs  of  the  Company  when  he  was  in  the  Company’s 
offices.  Notably,  however,  Schwarzschild  displayed  a  submissive  attitude  toward 
management  and  openly  seethed  with  prejudices  against  minorities,  women,  gays  and 
so  on;  Schmidt  confronted  management  with  demands  for  fair  treatment  of  minority 
group  members.  Schwarzschild  is  still  employed  at  Physics  Today,  Schmidt,  of  course, 
is  not.  Schwarzschild  is  allowed  to  count  short  "picture  caption"  stories  as  “big-ticket 
items"  when  it  comes  to  meeting  his  annual  work  quota.  (“Picture  caption”  stories  take 
one  to  a  few  days  to  complete,  whereas  the  “big-ticket  items”  take  weeks.) 

C.  The  evidence  establishes  that  Respondent  retaliated  against  him  when  the 
Company  terminated  his  employment  on  May  31 . 2000. 
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The  letter- of  determination  mistakenly  concludes  that  the  Company  had  no 
retaliatory  motivation  when  it  decided  to  fire  Schmidt,  whom  the  Company  considered  to 
be  an  unwelcome  advocate  for  minority  rights  and  had  already  tried  to  silence  with  an 
escalating  series  of  repressive  measures.  Thus  the  Commission  mistakenly  accepts  as 
free  of  pretext  the  Company’s  stated  reason  for  firing  Schmidt  --  his  supposed  failure  to 
“strive  to  meet  Respondent’s  productivity  standards.”  (See  letter  of  determination,  page 
2.) 

As  stated  before,  at  the  time  Schmidt  was  fired,  he  had  just  fulfilled  his  entire 
annual  work  quota  two  months  ahead  of  time.  The  law  provides  in  pertinent  part,  “Even 
if  the  Respondent  produces  evidence  of  a  legitimate,  nondiscriminatory  reason  for  the 
challenged  action,  a  violation  will  still  be  found  if  this  explanation  is  a  pretext  designed  to 
hide  the  true  retaliatory  motive.”  Yet,  the  Commission  concludes  that  there  was  no 
violation. 

The  Commission's  review  of  Schmidt’s  personnel  file  overlooks  the  most 
important  document  concerning  the  issue  of  productivity:  the  document  that  states  the 
Company’s  productivity  expectations  that  were  in  effect  during  the  months  leading  up  to 
Schmidt’s  dismissal.  This  document  is  a  written  agreement,  approved  by  Schmidt  and 
signed  by  a  director  of  the  American  Institute  of  Physics,  specifying  the  amount  of  work 
Schmidt  would  be  required  to  do  annually  and  what  Schmidt  would  be  paid  in  return  for 
doing  that  work.  (See  agreement  dated  14  September  1 999,  submitted  to  the 
Commission  on  21  November  2000.)  At  the  time  Schmidt  was  fired,  he  had  just  fulfilled 
his  entire  annual  work  quota  in  ten  months’  time.  That  is,  he  was  two  months  ahead  in 
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his  work.  Clearly,  alleged  concerns  about  Schmidt’s  productivity  cannot  account  for  his 
dismissal. 

Based  on  this  fact  alone,  the  Commission’s  finding  was  based  upon  the  erroneous 
conclusion  that  Schmidt  was  actually  fired  for  conduct  that  was  unrelated  to  his  protected 
activity.  This  finding  is  contradicted  and  undermined  by  the  fact  that  co-workers  with 
more  serious  productivity  deficiencies  were  only  put  on  probation  and  not  fired,  and  the 
fact  that  Schmidt  exceeded  the  Company’s  productivity  standards,  having  completed  a 
year’s  worth  of  work  in  ten  months’  time  at  the  time  of  his  dismissal. 

The  Company  may  defeat  a  finding  of  pretext  only  where  the  Title  VII  complainant 
is  treated  the  same  as  similarly  situated  employees  under  like  circumstances.]  Ample 
testimony  by  fellow  co-workers  to-sJ^ew  that  such  employees  were  not  treated  similarly.  ) 
In  fact,  at  the  time  Schmidt  was  writing  the  book,  other  co-workers  were  also  engaged  in 
freelance  work  that  the  company  knew  about.  These  coworkers  were  not  disciplined  in 
anyway.  See  Exhibits  F  and  G. 

Significantly,  the  State  of  Maryland  Department  of  Labor  held  a  hearing  in 
Schmidt’s  case  and  took  testimony  from  both  the  Company  and  Schmidt.  The 
Department  found  that  the  Company  had  presented  insufficient  evidence  to  back  its 
charge  that  Schmidt  had  spent  company  time  writing  his  book  and  refuted  the 
Company’s  charge  of  employee  misconduct.  The  Company  did  not  appeal  the  State’s 
finding. 

Also  significant  are  the  findings  of  an  investigation  by  a  human  rights  committee  of 
scientists,  co-chaired  by  a  professor  at  the  University  of  Maryland,  College  Park.  See 
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Exhibit  C.  The  scientists  determined,  among  other  things,  that  “What  is  not  possible  is 
that  Schmidt  was  fired  for  the  reason  stated  by  AiP.”  See  ExhibitC,  page  3. 

The  Commission's  view  that  the  Company’s  action  was  free  of  retaliatory 
motivation  also  contradicts  the  assessment  of  many  organizations  and  hundreds  of 
scientists  with  long-standing  knowledge  of  the  American  Institute  of  Physics.  These 
scientists  know  the  subculture  of  physics,  and  they  recognize  a  pretext  within  it  when 
they  see  it. 

The  letter  of  determination’s  discussion  of  whether  or  not  Schmidt  was  treated 
differently  from  other  editors  is  fundamentally  flawed,  because  it  is  based  on  a 
misreading  of  Schmidt’s  book  and  on  the  false  assumption  that  the  Company  expected 
employees  to  spend  100  percent  of  their  time  doing  Company  work.  (Pages  7-9  of  the 
letter  of  determination.)  The  opening  line  of  Schmidt's  book  is  obviously  a  dramatization, 
and  that  is  why  he  immediately  explains  to  the  reader  what  it  means.  Thus,  in  the  book’s 
opening  paragraph,  Schmidt  states  that  “written  in  part  on  stolen  time  means  spending 
some  office  time  on  my  own  work.”  (This  is  discussed  on  page  5  of  Exhibit  C.)  The 
Commission  confuses  office  time  and  Company  time  (or  work  time),  and  this  confusion- 
causes  it  to  misinterpret  ail  the  statements  by  co-workers  (most  of  page  8  of  the  letter  of 
determination).  During  Schmidt’s  19  years  at  the  Company,  it  was  common  practice  for 
employees  in  the  Physics  Toddy  division  to  spend  some  of  their  time  in  the  office  on 
things  other  than  Company  work.  Thus,  while  co-workers  openly  engaged  in  typical 
work-break  activities  such  as  making  personal  telephone  calls,  exchanging  personal  e- 
mail,  surfing  the  Web,  conversing  with  co-workers  and  so  on,  Schmidt  spent  some  time 
working  on  a  book.  No  one  needed  formal  permission  to  engage  in  any  of  these 
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activities,  because  they  did  not  interfere  with  Company  work,  affect  the  amount  of 
Company  work  that  was  done,  or  affect  the  timeliness  of  the  Company  work.  In  fact, 
most  of  Schmidt’s  company  work  was  performed  at  home,  on  a  computer  that  was 
purchased  by  Schmidt  and  the  company  and  was  wholly  owned  by  Schmidt  a  year  after 
the  purchase.  Schmidt  typically  spent  four  days  every  week  at  his  home  office.  Thus,  it 
is  clear  that  Schmidt  and  other  employees  were  treated  as  professionals  and  provided' 
with  the  privileges  of  typical  professionals.  They  were  expected  to  complete  their  work 
and  were  not  punching  time  clocks  or  strictly  regulating  their  work  hours.  When  taken  in 
context,  Schmidt’s  work  on  a  book  was  entirely  consistent  with  Company  practices. 

Finally,  the  Commission  failed  to  accurately  interpret  the  statements  of  many 
employees.  For  example,  the  letter  of  determination  apparently  makes  a  significant  error 
in  summarizing  the  statement  of  the  former  employee  discussed  in  the  middle  of  page  8. 
The  letter  says,  ‘This  witness  stated  that  he  did  freelance  work  with  Respondent’s  formal 
permission."  In  fact,  this  employee  never  told  the  Commission  that  he  had  written 
permission  to  do  freelance  work  in  the  office.  Nor  did  he  tell  the  Commission  that  he  had 
special  permission  not  granted  to  his  colleagues.  He  had  a  verbal  statement  of 
Company  policy,  that  he  understood  to  apply  to  all  staff  editors  at  Physics  Today, 
including  Schmidt.  See  Exhibit  F. 

This  policy  is  further  supported  by  the  statement  by  former  co-worker  Christopher 
Mohr.  See  Exhibit  G. 

By  failing  to  take  into  account  the  written  chronology  of  events,  the  Commission 
unfortunately  misses  other  ways  in  which  Schmidt  was  treated  differently  from  his  co- 
workers  after  he  confronted  management  on  the  issue  of  equal  opportunity.  For 
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example,  Schmidt  and  a  co-worker  both  requested  permission  to  carry  over  unused 
vacation  time  from  one  year  to  the  next.  Schmidt’s  request  was.denied,  while  the  co- 
worker’s  request  was  granted.  The  co-worker  was  instructed  not  to  tell  anyone.  (See 
chronology  entry  of  9-1 0  November  1 999.) 

The  fact  that  the  Company  never  asked  Schmidt  about  the  statement  in  his  book 
indicates  a  lack  of  interest  as  to  the  truth  of  the  Company’s  purported  assumptions.  Itls 
very  telling  that  despite  Schmidt’s  19  years  of  service  to  the  Company,  his  supervisors 
did  not  ask  him  even  a  single  question  about  his  work  on  the  book,  even  though  they  had 
no  idea  how  much  office  time,  if  any,  he  had  spent  on  it.  This  is  strong  circumstantial 
evidence  of  an  eagerness  on  management’s  part  to  get  rid  of  Schmidt,  an  employee  who 
had  openly  raised  embarrassing  questions  in  the  workplace. 

Ilk  Conclusion 

The  Commission  should  reopen  this  case  to  consider  the  new,  overlooked 
and  challenged  evidence,  and  should  issue  a  complaint. 

Respectfully  submitted, 
FINKELSTEIN  &  HORVITZ,  P.C. 

By:  _ 

Laurie  B.  Horvitz,  Esq. 

Nathan  I.  Finkelstein,  Esq. 

Attorneys  for  Complainant,  Jeff  Schmidt 
7315  Wisconsin  Avenue,  Suite  400  East 
Bethesda,  MD  20814 
Telephone  (301)  951-8400 
Facsimile  (301)  951-8401 
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cc:  Samuel  N.  Fontaine  (without  enclosures). 
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It  sounds  like  you  are  in  a  great  place,  a  different 
world  physically  and  in  spirit.  News  travels  far  and  fast, 
and  so  I  see  that  you  already  know  that  your  coworkers  have 
been  treated  to  a  "down  under"  experience  of  a  very 
different  sort.  The  description  of  events  that  you  received 
was  a  good  one,  in  my  opinion,  and  shows  the  skills  of  a 
good  reporter.  I'll  give  you  my.  report  here,  because  it 
contains  some  additional  information. 


On  Thursday  22  January  1998  I  met  with  Charles  Harris 
to  ask  him  to  get  Stephen  Benka  off  my  case.  Benka  had  been 
pressuring  me  to  stop  doing  anything  that  takes  up  any 
support  staff  time  at  all.  I  told  Harris  that  support  staff 
can  contribute  a  lot  to  making  the  editorial  work  go  well, 
and  that  his  apparent  new  policy  for  support  staff  work  -- 
that  it  should  give  priority  to  advertising  and  other 
revenue -producing  work  over  editorial  work  --  was  bad  for 
the  magazine.  When  Judy  was  part  of  the  support  staff,  most 
of  her  time  was  shifted  to  the  Buyers'  Guide,  which  was  ■ 
brought  in-house  to  save  money.  Now  they  are  shifting  more 
and  more  of  Rita's  time  to  advertising  work.  And  they 
aren't  replacing  the  lost  editorial  support.  Instead,  they 
are  pressuring  editorial  staff  to  take  on  more  work. 
Management  philosophy  seems  to  be:  Why  pay  $15  an  hour  for 
clerical  work  when  you  can  pay  $30?  Their  real  philosophy, 
of  course,  is  simply  to  get  the  editorial  staff  to  do  more. 

I  told  Harris  that  behind  all  this  is  the  way  his 
salary  is  structured  --  tied  to  reducing  the  magazine's 
budget  deficit.  To  my  claim  that  his  salary  structure  is 
distorting  our  priorities,  he  said  that  he  doesn't  always  do 
what  is  best  for  his  salary.  As  proof,  he  pointed  out  that 
we  usually  don't  run  four  feature  articles  in  the  magazine. 
He  then  quickly  changed  the  subject,  realizing,  I  think, 
that  he  has  never  revealed  that  his  salary  is  tied  to  upping 
our  output  to  four  articles  per  month.  By  the  way,  over  my 
objection  (and  over  Bert's  indication  of  support  for  my 
objection) ,  they  are  running  four  substantial  feature 
articles  in  the  March  issue,  even  though  we  have  no  backlog 
and  no  additional  staff.  The  other  day  Harris  broke  new 
ground  in  his  privileging  of  advertising  over  editorial  by 
bringing  his  advertising  manager  to  an  editorial  meeting  and 
letting  the  needs  of  advertising  set  the  agenda.  They 
forced  the  meeting  to  make  a  big  editorial  decision  after 
very  little  discussion,  for  the  sake  of  advertising.  Warren 
objected  strongly;’  Gloria  called  it  "bullying." 

Harris  told  me  that  he  is  open  to  hiring  more  support 
staff,  but  that  we  would  have  to  discuss  it  first  at  a  staff 
meeting,  possibly  the  next  one.  I  told  him  that  some  of  us 
thought  we  had  already  discussed  it  at  length  at  staff 
meetings  and  that  the  need  was  clear. 

Overall,  Harris  said  that  he  wasn't  inclined  to  give  me 
much  consideration,  because  of  my  organizing  activity  last 
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year.  And  he  mentioned  your  name  here  too,  Graham,  as 
another  unforgivable  transgressor.  "You  tried  to  get  me 
fired,"  he  said,  speaking  either  about  me  alone,  or  about 
you  and  me,  or  about  all  those  involved.  I  said 'that  isn't 
true!  He  said  that  if  I  believe  that,  then  I  must  be  very- 
naive.  And  his  attitude  indicated  that  he  doesn't  think  I 
believe  that  and  that  he  doesn't  want  to  even  consider  the 
possibility  that  I  do.  I  think  he  wants  to  believe  that  I 
tried  to  get  him  fired,  because  according  to  his  value 
system  that  would  give  him  both  the  desire  and  moral  right 
to  fire  me  or  drive  me  out,  which  now  appears  to  be  his 
agenda . 

In  pursuit  of  that  agenda,  Harris  appears  to  have  given 
Benka  license  to  go  after  me  and  maybe  all  of  management's 
perceived  enemies  on  the  staff.  Around  6  pm  on  Wednesday  28 
January  1998,  I  was  in  my  office  talking  to  Toni  on  the 
telephone  when  Benka  opened  the  door  and  asked  rudely  and 
sarcastically  if  I  was  talking  to  one  of  our  authors.  I 
said,  "No,  I'm  talking  to  a  coworker,  Toni."  He  acted  as  if 
he  already  knew  that.  He  stepped  further  into  my  office  and 
said  that  he  wanted  in  on  our  conversation.'  I  found  this 
shocking,  of  course,  and  unprecedented.  I  switched  Toni  to 
the  speakerphone  and  told  her  that  Steve  was  here  and  wanted 
to  be  in  on  our  conversation.  She  sounded  equally  shocked. 
Benka  suggested  that  she  come  over  to  my  office,  and  she 
said  OK.  Without  saying  anything,  I  walked  out  of  my  office 
and  into  the  open  area  of  desks  just  outside,  and  Benka 
followed.  I  did  this  to  make  room  for  Toni  and  to  get  some 
physical  distance  between  myself  and  a  former  post  office 
employee  who  was  clearly  behaving  very  strangely.  Toni 
arrived  quickly. 

Benka  asked  me  and  Toni  what  we  had  been  talking  about 
on  the  telephone.  I  thought  his  question  was  way  out  of 
line,  but  I  nevertheless  told  him:  We  had  been  discussing 
the  May  1998  50th  anniversary  issue  of  Physics  Today.  (That 
is  ironic,  because  every  May- issue  meeting  that  Benka  has 
been  a  part  of  has  been  a  disaster.  Virtually  every  member 
of  the  staff  thinks  that  that  issue  has  been  badly 
mismanaged,  and  no  one  thinks  that  yet  another  meeting  with 
Benka  is  the  way  to  generate  the  ideas  that  the  magazine 
desperately  needs  to  salvage  it.)  But  after  giving  that 
short  answer,  I  said  that  the  important  question  is  why  he 
was  trying  to  barge  in  on  our  conversation. 

He  said  that  he  is  forbidding  all  private  conversations 
between  staff  members  at  work.  From  now  on,  all 
conversations  between  staff  members  must  be  open  to 
management  supervision,  he  said.  When  I  asked  him  why,  he 
referred  to  the  organizing  activity  that  took  place  last 
year  and  said  that  he  doesn't  want  that  to  happen  again. 

(He  and  Harris  have  no  doubt  that  I  played  a  leading  role  in 
that.)  This  looked  like  a  retaliatory  and  repressive  policy 
aimed  more  at  me  than  at  the  rest  of  the  staff,  and  so  I 
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asked  him  whether  or  not  it  applies  to  everyone .  He  said  it 
does.  I  didn't  believe  him  (but  I  didn't  say  that  I  didn't 
believe  him) ,  and  so  I  pressed  him  three  or  four  times  to 
say  whether  or  not  he  was  going  to  announce  the  hew  policy 
to  the  rest  of  the  staff.  His  final  statement  was  that  he 
knows  that  I  want  to  know  that . 

Of  course,  even  if  the  new  repressive  policy  is  not 
formally  announced,  no  one  can  afford  to  take  a  chance  on 
violating  it  --  especially  Toni  and  me,  to  whom  it  was 
announced  formally.  (Paul  got  a  semi-formal  announcement, 
as  the  discussion  took  place  right  outside  his  door,  which 
was  open  at  the  time.)  News  of  management's  dim  view  of 
private  conversations  has  spread  throughout  the  staff  by  way 
of  --  yes,  you  guessed  it  --  private  conversations. 

Even  though  Benka's  Gestapo-like  enforcement  of  the  new 
policy  was  very  frightening,  in  the  middle  of  it  all  Toni 
managed  to  point  out  that  we  don't  have  the  bi-weekly  Q&A 
meetings  anymore.  If  management  wants  to  know  what  the 
staff  is  concerned  about,  they  can  have  such  meetings  rather 
than  monitor  our  conversations.  Benka  ignored  her.  I  think 
Toni's  idea  is  a  good  one  and  should  be  among  our  arguments 
and  suggestions . 

About  half  an  hour  before  Benka  busted  up  the  telephone 
conversation  between  Toni  and  me,  he  did  something  that  in 
retrospect  was  clearly  part  of  the  new  repression  but  at  the 
time  felt  merely  strange  and  creepy.  I  had  stopped  by 
Toni's  office  to  give  her  a  newspaper  article  that  I  thought 
might  interest  her.  It  was  about  the  Clinton/Lewinsky 
affair,  which  we  had  discussed  earlier  in  the  day.  The 
article  was  a  brief  historical  survey  showing  that 
presidents  who  cheated  on  their  wives  were  more  likely  to 
lie  to  the  public  as  well,  justifying  public  interest  in 
this  sort  of  thing.  Toni  and  I  discussed  the  article 
briefly  and  then  discussed  the  50th  anniversary  issue. 

During  the  latter  discussion,  Benka  opened  the  door  to 
Toni's  office,  entered  the  room  and  asked  if  he  could  join 
in  the  conversation.  This  seemed  very  strange,  of  course, 
especially  because  he  did  not  know  what  we  were  talking 
about.  Toni  was  perfectly  polite  in  spite  of  Benka's  rude 
entry.  She  pointed  out  the  article  that  I  had  brought  by, 
dutifully  restarting  our  conversation  about  it  from  the 
beginning  for  Benka.  The  three  of  us  discussed  the  issue 
for  a  while,  during  which  Toni  and  I  were  treated  to  editor 
Benka's  view  that  the  press  should  know  its  place  and  not 
try  the  president.  It  was  an  awkward  discussion,  because  I 
and  maybe  Toni  (she  can  speak  for  herself)  were  not  really 
interested  in  speaking  with  Benka.  When  we  finished  the 
discussion,  Benka  showed  no  sign  of  leaving  Toni's  office. 

He  indicated  in  a  subtle  but  clear  way  that  he  would  not 
leave  first.  This  was  not  only  bizarre,  but  also  had 
something  of  an  ugly  edge  to  it.  Although  we  had  no  idea 
what  was  going  on,  Toni  and  I  acted  quickly  to  undo  the 
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situation  --  she  by  immediately  announcing  that  she  had  work 
to  do,  and  I  by  quickly  leaving  the  room.  Benka  and  I  then 
spoke  about  feature  articles  for  ten  minutes  or  so  at  his 
office.  That  conversation  consisted  of  me  detailing  for  him 
all  the  progress  I  had  made  on  a  number  of  articles.  The 
discussion  was  pleasant,  although  hot  really  necessary,  and 
he  acted  pleased  and  cairn  throughout.  However,  when  we 
finished  talking,  I  walked  toward  Toni's  office,  and  Benka 
followed  me.  He  asked  if  I  was  going  to  Toni's  office,  and 
I  said  yes.  He  asked  if  he  could  come  along.  By  that  time 
he  had  already  followed  me  most  of  the  way  to  her  office.  I 
told  him  that  she  and  I  were  in  the  middle  of  a  conversation 
that  we  had  started  earlier  in  the  day,  and  that  it  would 
take  too  long  to  fill  him  in  on  all  the  background.  We 
discussed  this  briefly,  and  he  finally  suggested  that 
neither  one  of  us  go  to  Toni's  office.  I  didn't  say 
anything  one  way  or  the  other,  and  he  went  back  to  his 
office.  I  noticed  a  box  nearby  containing  copies  of  the 
latest  issue  of  the  magazine;  I  took  one  and  went  back  to  my 
office.  Later,  when  Toni  and  I  spoke  on  the  telephone  about 
the  50th  anniversary  issue,  we  began  our  conversation  by 
trying,  without  success,  to  figure  out  our  supervisor's 
mysterious  and  disturbing  behavior  earlier. 
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HUMAN  RIGHTS  COMMITEE 

of  the 

PLASMA  SCIENCE  AND  APPLICATIONS  COMMITTEE 

of  the 

INSTITUTE  OF  ELECTRICAL  AND  ELECTRONICS  ENGINEERS 


Co-Chairman: 

Dr.  Wallace  Manheimer 
Code  6707 

Naval  Research  Laboratory  Dear  Prof.  Krashemnnileov: 
Washington,  DC  20375 


Co-Chairman: 

Prof.  Victor  Granatstein 
Department  of  Electrical 
and  Computer  Engineering 
University  of  Maryland 
College  Park,  MD  20742 


We  would  be  grateful  if  you  would  bring  this  letter  to  the  attention  of  the 
Human  Rights  Committee  of  the  Division  of  Plasma  Physics  of  the  APS. 
The  ExCom  of  PSAC  (Plasma  Science  and  Applications  Committee)  of 
the  IEEE  voted  unanimously  authorizing  us  to  contact  you  to  make  you 
aware  of  a  human  rights  violation  that  we  feel  has  occurred  when  Physics 
Today  /  AIP  fired  one  of  its  editors,  Jeff  Schmidt.  The  human  rights  abuses 
we  see  include  forcible  suppression  of  both  critical  comments  and  private 
conversations  within  the  workplace,  followed  by  vindictive  termination. 
The  principal  new  information  we  feel  we  are  providing  consists  of 
statements  by  three  former  AJP  employees  who  are  now  willing  to  testify 
as  to  working  conditions  there  at  the  time. 


Enclosed  is  our  report  to  PSAC  ExCom.  We  requested  the  enclosed 
motion.  Instead,  we  were  instructed,  by  the  aforementioned  unanimous 
vote  to  contact  your  committee  in  the  belief  that  protest  and  request  for 
redress  from  you  would  have  more  impact. 


Yours  very  truly 


Wallace  Manheimer 

yTc A* 


Victor  Granatstein 


PS.  There  is  one  member  of  your  committee,  Bruce  Scott  we  do  not  know 
and  there  is  more  than  one  in  the  APS  directory.  Could  you  see  that  this 
gets  to  him  as  well.  Thanks. 

WM&VG 
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Report  of  the  human  rights  committee,  ICOPS  Banff,  May  2002 

Last  October’s  human  rights  report  (A)  mentioned  the  firing  of  Jeff  Schmidt,  an  editor  at 
Physics  Today.  Many  people  thought  he  was  fired  for  the  politics  he  expressed  in  a  book 
he  wrote  Disciplined  Minds,  a  book  which  claims  professional  are  regimented  to  toe  the 
‘company  line’  in  various  ways.  Many  hundreds  of  individual  scientists  wrote  to  Physics 
Today  to  protest.  These  are  documented  on  a  web  site  http://disciplined-minds.com.  We 
wrote  to  Marc  Brodsky  of  AIP  to  request  more  information  (B),  and  his  response  (C)  is 
enclosed.  He  claimed  that  Schmidt  was  fired  for  using  .AIP  time  for  private  purposes  (ie 
free  lance  writing).  Our  initial  impulse  was  to  think  in  terms  of  some  sort  of  compromise 
between  Schmidt  and  AIP,  and  we  gently  suggested  this  by  sending  each  of  them  our 
report.  At  the  time  we  also  thought  the  matter  would  be  resolved  by  the  courts. 

A  few  months  ago,  we  got  a  letter  from  Schmidt,  we  have  had  several  others  since  then. 
Among  other  things  he  told  us  the  dispute  was  not  being  resolved  in  the  courts.  Also  he 
told  us  he  would  still  be  willing  to  reach  a  compromise  with  AIP  and  that  he  has  been 
unable  to  gain  other  employment,  largely  due  to  the  way  he  left  .AIP,  ie  no  credible 
reason,  no  recommendation.  Aiso  he  mentioned  that  his  savings  were  largely  depleted. 
We  decided  to  investigate  further. 

His  web  site  makes  several  rather  shocking  allegations,  among  them: 

1.  Schmidt  was  given  a  gag  order  and  told  not  to  talk  critically  about  AIP. 

2.  He  was  told  that  private  conversations  of  any  kind  were  not  permitted  in  the  work 
place. 

3.  He  was  fired  despite  being  given  many  good  ratings,  promotions  and  salary  increases 
during  a  19  year  career. 

4.  The  excuse  given  for  firing  him  was  fraudulent  in  that  many  other  AIP  employees 
were  allowed  to,  and  in  fact,  even  encouraged  to  do  extracurricular  work  of  a 
scholarly  nature  as  long  as  their  AJP  deadlines  were  met. 

5.  He  had  gotten  in  trouble  at  AJP  for  pushing  for  more  diversity  in  the  workplace. 

6.  After  being  fired  he  applied  for  unemployment  benefits  from  the  Maryland 
Department  of  Labor.  AJP  tried  to  prevent  him  from  collecting,  but  when  it  came 
time  to  make  its  case  against  him,  did  not  show  up  to  do  so. 

If  true,  these  statements  would  be  a  sweeping  condemnation  of  employment  practices  at 
AIP,  an  organization  we  all  feel  we  are  part  of  in  some  way. 

To  further  examine  this,  we  contacted  3  former  employees  who  were  familiar  with  the 
situation,  William  Sweet,  Paul  Elliott,  and  Jean  Kumagai.  Sweet’s  and  Kumagai’s  letters 
are  included  (D  and  E).  Elliott  sent  a  very  long  statement  which  we  summarize  here  (F). 
They  all  confirm  these  allegations  (except  for  6  which  we  were  unable  to  verify).  In  fact, 
if  anything  the  situation  was  worse  than  described  on  the  web  site.  Once  we  had  these, 
we  wrote  once  more  to  Marc  Brodsky.  Our  letter  is  included  (G).  So  far  he  has  not 
responded,  even  though  it  took  him  only  a  day  to  respond  to  our  first  letter. 
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Our  take:  It  is  possible  that  Schmidt  was  fired  for  the  politics  expressed  in  the  book. 
Many  physicists  believe  this  and  have  made  their  concerns  known  to  AIP .  It  is  also 
possible,  and  in  fact  seems  more  likely  to  us,  that  he  was  singled  out  for  his  efforts  to 
bring  more  diversity  to  the  workplace  and  for  other  instances  of  workplace  activism. 
Then,  despite  a  long  and  productive  career  there,  .AIP  subjected  him  to  a  two  year  long 
smear  campaign  designed  to  damage  his  standing  and  reputation  there.  It  then  found  a 
totally  bogus  reason  to  fire  him  without  giving  him  the  benefit  of  honest  evaluation  or  an 
opportunity  to  defend  or  explain  himself.  What  is  not  possible  is  that  Schmidt  was  fired 
for  the  reason  stated  by  AIP. 

We  feel  that  this  is  inexcusable  and  an  appropriate  area  of  concern  for  our  committee. 
This  is  especially  true  where  it  is  in  a  sense  a  matter  internal  to  our  own  community.  W** 
feel  it  is  vital  that  AP  and  other  APS  and  IEEE  organizations  treat  their  employees 
according  to  the  highest  standards,  not  like  galley  slaves.  Accordingly  we  ask  ExCom  to 
pass  the  following  resolution: 


RESOLVED 

The  Plasma  Science  and  Applications  Committee  of  the  IEEE 
deplores  the  firing  of  Jeff  Schmidt  by  AIP.  An  investigation  by 
our  Human  Rights  Committee  has  convinced  us  that  his 
termination  was  improper  and  should  be  reversed.  We  urge  AIP  to 
rehire  Schmidt,  openly  welcome  him  back,  cease  all  harassment  of 
him,  and  give  him  back  pay  for  the  period  of  his  forced 
unemployment 
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X-Sender:  wsweet@shiogun.ieee.org 

Date:  Tue,  12  Mar  2002  15:57:23  -0500 

To:  Wally  Manheimer  <manheime@ccs.nrl.navy.mil> 

From:  William  Sweet  <w.sweet@ieee.org> 

Subject:  Re:  Disciplined  minds 

Dear  Mr.  Manheimer, 

I  cannot  comment  directly  on  the  circumstances  of  Jeff  Schmidt's  dismissal,  since  I  left  the 
magazine  many  years  before  it  occurred.  During  the  eight  years  I  worked  as  a  colleague  of 
Jeffs  a  Physics  Today,  I  knew  him  to  be  a  conscientious,  competent,  and  consistently  hard¬ 
working  employee  of  the  magazine  who  always  got  done  what  he  was  expected  to  get  done 
on  time  and  well. 

Regarding  the  question  of  working  on  office  time,  it  was  my  own  experience  at  Physics 
Today  that  one  was  permitted  to  do  freelance  work  or  pursue  personal  projects,  as  long  as 
they  did  not  interfere  with  or  detract  from  one's  responsibilities  to  the  magazine.  I  did  a 
great  deal  of  freelance  work  openly,  much  of  it  appearing  in  publications  read  regularly  by 
Physics  Today  staff. 

My  impression  is  that  in  journalism  and  publishing  generally,  it  is  taken  for  granted  that 
staff--and  especially  younger  staff-will  do  freelance  work  or  work  on  scholarly  projects, 
partly  to  further  their  careers,  partly  just  for  the  money,  and  partly  for  the  joy  of  it.  It  is  not 
uncommon,  indeed,  for  organizations  to  positively  encourage  such  work. 

For  that  reason  alone,  I  strongly  suspect  that  the  stated  reasons  for  Jeff's  dismissal  were 
spurious.  As  stated  at  the  outset,  however,  I  am  not  in  position  to  speculate  about  what  the 
real  reasons  might  have  been. 

Sincerely, 

Bill  Sweet 


Dear  Mr.  Sweet: 

I  am  the  co-chair  of  the  human  rights  committee  of  IEEE  Plasma  Science  and 
Applications  Committee.  Recently  the  firing  of  Jeff  Schmidt  over  his  book  Disciplined 
Minds  has  come  to  our  attention  and  we  are  looking  into  it.  Jeff  has  said  we  could  contact 
you.  For  our  report  (to  be  delivered  to  our  executive  committee  in  the  ICOPS  meeting  in 
Banff,  May  24)  we  would  like  to  get  the  impressions  of  other  coworkers  and  former 
coworkers  at  AIP.  If  you  could  give  us  your  impressions  of  what  transpired  that  would  be 
very  helpful  to  us.  Particularly  Jeff  said  that  you  could  describe  your  own  experience  in 
doing  free  lance  work  while  you  were  employed  at  APS.  I  would  appreciate  if  you  would 
give  me  your  take  in  a  return  email,  especially  on  the  items  I  mentioned.  I  will  be  away  for 
a  week  and  a  half  or  so,  but  hopefully  you  can  get  back  to  me.  I  may  also  give  you  a  call 
when  I  get  back. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this.  s  001376 
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X-Sender:  jak.interport@pop.rcn.com 
Date:  Sun,  21  Apr  2002  18:45:42  -0400 
To:  manheime@ccf.nrl.navy.mil 
From:  Jean  Kumagai  <jak.interport@rcn.com> 
Subject:  more  about  Jeff  Schmidt 


Dear  Wally, 

Thanks  so  much  for  giving  me  the  opportunity  to  help  your  human  rights  committee  do 
something  on  behalf  of  Jeff  Schmidt  and  free  expression  within  the  science  community.  In 
my  previous  message,  I  gave  brief  answers  to  your  questions  about  Jeff's  promotions  and 
pay  raises  and  about  the  gag  orders  at  Physics  Today.  Below  I've  provided  greater  detail  on 
these  two  issues.  I  hope  you  find  this  useful  for  your  investigation.  Please  let  me  know  if  I 
can  be  of  further  assistance. 


All  best, 
Jean 


I  was  a  member  of  the  Physics  Today  editorial  staff  for  ten  years,  leaving  just  six  months 
before  Jeff  was  fired.  As  is  the  case  in  many  workplaces,  he  and  I  and  other  staff  members 
routinely  discussed  our  interactions  with  management,  including  performance  reviews,  pay 
raises,  editorial  disputes,  and  so  on.  That’s  how  I  know  that  AIP  always  gave  Jeff  job- 
performance  ratings  of  "meets  job  requirements"  or  "exceeds  job  requirements."  (One  year, 
management  lowered  his  rating  from  "exceeds  job  requirements"  to  "meets  job 
requirements,"  despite  the  lack  of  evidence  that  the  quality  or  quantity  of  Jeff's  work  had 
fallen.  Jeff  contended,  and  I  agree,  that  they  were  punishing  him  for  his  workplace 
activism.) 

As  for  promotions,  I  attended  the  staff  meeting  where  the  editor  announced  that  Jeff  had 
been  promoted.  Bill  Sweet  received  a  promotion  at  the  same  time,  and  I  remember  Jeff  and 
Bill  humorously  congratulating  each  other  while  the  rest  of  us  applauded.  Promotions  at  AIP 
are  not  automatic,  but  are  based  on  careful  scrutiny  of  the  employee's  work.  The  same 
goes  for  raises.  As  a  matter  of  policy,  AIP  does  not  give  automatic  cost-of-living  raises,  only 
merit  raises.  AIP  would  not  have  employed  Jeff,  promoted  him,  and  given  him  merit  raises 
for  1 9  years  if  he  had  not  been  doing  his  job  to  AlP's  satisfaction. 

I  think  it  is  crucial  to  note  that  AIP,  like  other  employers,  regularly  scrutinizes  the  quality  and 
quantity  of  each  employee's  work.  Thus,  during  my  decade  at  Physics  Today,  I  saw 
coworkers  put  on  probation,  demoted,  or  fired  for  not  meeting  the  magazine's  standards. 

AIP  never  did  any  of  these  things  to  Jeff  --  until  they  saw  his  critical  writing. 

In  firing  Jeff,  AIP  claimed  that  he  had  stolen  from  the  company,  referring  to  the  opening 
lines  of  his  book  ("This  book  is  stolen.  Written  in  part  on  stolen  time,  that  is.")  This  is  a 
laughably  baseless  charge.  In  the  opening  paragraph  of  his  book,  Jeff  explains  that  "written 
in  part  on  stolen  time"  means  "spending  some  office  time  on  my  own  work."  This  describes 
common  Physics  Today  workplace  behavior,  albeit  with  an  attitude.  At  Physics  Today  there 
were  no  official  break  times;  editorial  employees  were  expected  to  meet  their  deadlines, 
and  they  took  their  breaks  whenever  they  wanted  along  the  way.  All  of  Jeff's  coworkers 
(including  me)  openly  pursued  personal  interests  during  their  work  breaks,  but  Jeff  was  the 
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only  one  who  was  punished  for  failing  to  make  sure  that  100  percent  of  his  office  time  was 
work  time.  The  difference  was  the  nature  of  Jeff's  break-time  activities  --  his  workplace 
activism  and  critical  writing. 

Like  many  employers,  AIP  engaged  in  ".speed-up,"  demanding  that  editors  and  other 
employees  do  more  work  in  the  same  amount  of  time.  Jeff  was  outspoken  in  opposing  this, 
in  the  interest  of  both  staff  and  readers,  but  he  always  adapted  to  the  changing  standard 
himseif.  When  Jeff  was  fired,  he  told  me  that  he  was  two  months  ahead  of  schedule  in 
meeting  the  annual  work  quota  that  AIP  had  set  for  him  --  that  he  had  completed  12 
months'  worth  of  work  in  10  months'  time.  Having  observed  his  work  style  for  ten  years,  I  do 
not  doubt  this. 

Management  had  to  be  fully  aware  of  these  facts,  and  therefore  fully  aware  that  Jeff's  book 
about  the  politics  of  work  was  doing  nothing  more  than  expressing  a  critical. attitude  about 
work.  BuHhey  fired  him  anyway,  nine  days  after  they  learned  of  his  book  and  its  contenis,  a 
delay  that  indicates  that  their  action  was  calculated  rather  than  emotional.  As  you  may  have 
seen,  on  5  April  2002  the  Chronicle  of  Higher  Education  reported  the  numerous  protests  by 
physicists  against  Jeff's  firing.  The  reporter  apparently  asked  AIP  CEO  Marc  Brodsky,  What 
if  the  book's  opening  line  was  merely  a  rhetorical  device?  Brodsky  responded,  "Even  if  it 
was,  it's  not  good  for  the  morale  of  other  employees."  In  other  words,  Brodsky  admits  that 
he  was  willing  to  fire  Jeff  simply  for  expressing  what  Brodsky  considers  to  be  a  bad  attitude. 
I  think  the  evidence  indicates  that  that  is  exactly  what  Brodsky  did. 

As  for  the  gag  orders,  the  one  placed  on  Jeff  was  imposed  a  few  days  after  the  second 
staff  retreat.  The  retreat  had  been  billed  as  an  opportunity  for  the  editorial  staff  to  get 
together  and  "brainstorm"  about  the  magazine's  content  and  direction.  Much  to  our  surprise 
and  disappointment,  however,  the  managers  prepared  a  rather  rigid  agenda  for  the  retreat, 
one  not  at  all  conducive  to  creative  thinking  and  open  discussion.  Near  the  beginning  of  the 
retreat,  after  opening  remarks  by  Physics  Today  publisher  Charles  Harris,  Jeff  asked  if  we 
could  ask  questions.  Harris  said  no.  Jeff  then  argued  that  staff  members  SHOULD  be 
allowed  to  ask  questions  at  a  retreat.  Harris  angrily  shouted  "No,  that's  an  order!",  ending 
the  discussion.  When  Harris  later  called  on  me  to  speak  about  my  department,  I  criticized 
him  for  shutting  Jeff  up.  Some  others  did  the  same  thing.  The  staff  was  quite  upset  by  the 
repressive  atmosphere  that  management  had  established.  Needless  to  say,  nothing  much 
was  accomplished  at  the  retreat. 

The  gag  order  instructed  Jeff  not  to  tell  his  coworkers  that  he  was  being  restricted,  but  he 
showed  the  order  to  me  and  other  coworkers  anyway.  That  upset  Harris,  but  also  led  to 
staff  pressure  that  forced  Harris  to  rescind  the  order  after  about  two  months  (along  with  a 
similar  order  that  had  been  imposed  on  another  staff  editor,  Graham  Collins). 

The  gag  orders  were  soon  followed  by  the  ban  on  private  conversations  in  the  workplace, 
wherein  Physics  Today  Editor  Stephen  Benka  announced  that  all  conversations  between 
staff  members  had  to  be  open  to  monitoring  by  managers.  Unlike  the  gag  order,  the  ban 
was  not  issued  in  writing  but  rather  declared  verbally  to  Jeff  and  another  staff  editor,  Toni 
Feder.  (Toni  and  I  worked  very  closely  to  produce  a  department  of  the  magazine.)  I  heard 
about  the  ban  immediately  from  both  Jeff  and  Toni.  Although  Benka  announced  the  ban  to 
Jeff  and  Toni,  he  said  that  it  applied  to  the  entire  staff.  Paul  Elliott,  another  editor, 
overheard  the  announcement.  The  rest  of  the  staff  learned  of  it,  ironically,  through  private 
conversations.  Unlike  the  gag  orders,  the  ban  on  private  conversations  in  the  workplace 
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was  never  rescinded*  even  though  Jeff  formally  appealed  it  to  James  Stithy  a  top  official  of 
the  American  Institute  of  Physics.  I  think  the  ban  was  aimed  mainly  at  silencing  Jeff  and 
discouraging  other  staff  members  from  talking  to  him. 

Since  leaving  Physics  Today  in  November  1999*  and  especially  since  Jeff's  firing*  I've  often 
thought  about  the  gag  orders  and  the  conversation  ban  and  the  generally  repressive 
environment  there.  Unlike  a  lot  of  bad  memories*  though*  these  ones  don't  fade  with  time.  I 
hope  that  the  human  rights  committee  will  do  whatever  it  can  to  obtain  justice  for  Jeff.  In  so 
doing,  I  believe  you  wiil  also  be  helping  to  improve  the  work  environment  at  Physics  Today, 
by  compelling  AIP  to  reconsider  its  policies  and  actions,  and  ultimately  benefitting  the 
science  community  at  large. 
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Summary  of  Paul  Elliott’s  email: 

Paul  Elliott  worked  in  a  neighboring  office  to  Schmidt  for  just  under  5  years,  from  1995- 
2000.  Schmidt  was  an  editor  for  14  years  before  Elliott  arrived,  which  was  just  after  AIP 
hired  a  publisher  (for  the  First  time),  Charles  Harris,  and  an  editor  in  chief,  Steven  Benka. 
From  1995-2000,  according  to  Elliott,  Schmidt  was  well  regarded  by  the  PT  staff,  met 
all  deadlines  and  other  obligations.  But  Harris,  and  Benka  particularly  increasingly 
became  openly  hostile  toward  Schmidt  from  about  1995  through  1997.  During  that 
period,  Schmidt  was  in  the  forefront  of  staff  efforts  trying  to  get  PT  to  hire  a  more  staff 
with  more  diversity  (virtually  the  entire  professional  PT  staff  apparently  was  white  male), 
as  well  as  bring  about  other  improvements  in  the  staffs  working  conditions.  Thus  erron 
apparently  led  to  the  embarrassment  of  PT  management  in  front  of  higher  ups  at  AIP  and 
the  PT  advisory  committee  (I  suppose  a  bunch  of  senior  physicists). 

At  about  this  time,  in  the  fall  of  1997,  Charles  Harris  not  only  gave  Schmidt  a  written  and 
secret  gag  order,  which  Elliott  saw,  but  gave  one  to  another  editor,  Graham  Collins, 
whom  Harris  also  saw  as  troublesome.  A  month  of  so  later,  under  pressure  from  PT  staff, 
these  orders  were  rescinded.  However  in  January  1998,  Elliott  heard  Benka  angrily  tell 
Schmidt  that  private  conversations  between  members  of  the  PT  staff  behind  closed  doors 
were  forbidden  and  had  to  take  place  outside  after  business  hours.  After  this, 

Schmidt  kept  a  very  low  profile  at  PT.  If  he  had  been  a  "troublemaker"  before  this,  he 
certainly  ceased  being  one  at  this  point-but,  said  Elliott,  there  was  no  let-up  in 
management's  hostility  toward  him. 

Elliott  said  that  many  members  of  the  PT  staff,  certainly  including  Benka,  used  the  work 
day  for  other  private  purposes.  Elliott  worked  10  feet  from  Schmidt  for  5  years  and  saw 
no  evidence  that  Schmidt  was  doing  anything  but  his  job  as  an  editor.  He  certainly  was 
not  visibly  working  on  a  book.  Elliott  even  pointed  out  that  in  late  1998  Schmidt  took  a  6 
month  unpaid  leave  of  absence,  and  in  retrospect,  Elliott  surmises  that  it  was  probably  to 
work  on  his  book.  During  that  period  too,  said  Elliott,  management  continued  to  openly 
malign  and  denigrate  Schmidt. 

Elliott's  conclusion  was  that  PT  editorial  management  thought  of  Schmidt  as  a  trouble 
maker,  subjected  him  to  "a  long  term  smear  campaign  followed  by  prejudicial  termination 
on  a  fundamentally  bogus  charge",  and  fired  him  as  an  act  of  revenge  without  giving  him 
a  chance  to  explain  or  defend  himself. 
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April  17,  2002 


Dr.  Marc  H.  Brodsky 
Executive  Director  and  CEO 
American  Institute  of  Physics 
One  Physics  Ellipse 
College  Park,  MD  20740 


Dear  Dr.  Brodsky: 


We  sent  you  the  enclosed  letter  concerning  the  firing  of  Jeff  Schmidt  and 
also  enclosed  is  your  response  for  which  we  thank  you.  We  have 
continued  to  look  into  this  matter,  and  we  must  say  that  with  our  current 
understanding  of  the  situation,  we  find  the  response  of  AIP  to  be  not 
satisfying  to  us.  We  have  spoken  to  several  people,  and  apparently 
employees  at  AEP  are  not  fired  for  using  company  time  for  such  private 
business  as  free  lance  writing,  as  long  as  all  AEP  deadlines  were  met. 
Schmidt  and  others  have  claimed  that  the  expression  ‘stolen  time’  was  not 
used  to  confess  to  larceny,  but  to  emphasize  the  particular  point  made  in 
the  book.  From  what  we  know  now,  this  seems  reasonable  to  us. 

As  far  as  we  are  able  to  discern,  Schmidt  met  all  his  deadlines  at  AIP  and 
was  a  well  regarded  worker.  Several  people  have  claimed  that  internal 
records  in  Physics  Today  verify  this. 
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There  is  one  factual  matter  which  we  were  unable  to  independently  verify 
and  we  wonder  if  you  could  help  us  out.  On  his  web  site,  Jeff  Schmidt 
claimed  that  when  applying  for  unemployment  benefits,  AIP  tried  to 
prevent  him  from  receiving  them,  but  when  it  came  time  for  AIP  to  make 
its  case  to  the  Maryland  Department  of  Labor,  it  did  not  show  up  to  do  so. 
We  tried  to  verify  this  with  the  aforementioned  department,  but  these 
records  are  confidential. 

Let  us  teil  you  what  we  think  may  have  happened.  We  are  not  certain,  but 
this  is  the  simplest  and  most  reasonable  explanation  of  the  facts  which  we 
know.  Around  the  end  of  1997,  in  a  meeting  with  AIP  and  Physics 
Today’s  external  advisory  committee,  Jeff  Schmidt  embarrassed  his 
supervisors  at  Physics  Today  by  complaining  to  powerful  outsiders  about 
lack  of  diversity  in  the  workplace.  We  can  certainly  believe  that  his 
supervisors  would  frown  on  his  taking  such  a  complaint  so  far  outside  the 
chain  of  command.  In  some  organizations  this  might  be  grounds  for 
dismissal,  while  in  others  it  would  be  acceptable  behavior.  If  Schmidt  had 
been  fired  then,  for  that,  we  would  be  much  less  sympathetic  to  him. 

While  unquestionably  harsh,  he  would  have  suffered  a  serious 
consequence  for  what  might  have  been  regarded  as  a  serious  faux  pas. 

The  firing  would  have  been  honest  on  the  part  of  his  employer,  he  would 
most  likely  have  learned  from  the  experience,  and  the  negative  impact  on 
his  reputation  would  have  been  minimized,  instead  however,  AIP  strung 
him  along  for  more  than  two  years,  a  time  during  which  Schmidt  was 
especially  trying  to  keep  out  of  trouble.  Finally  AIP  found  a  bogus  reason 
for  firing  him,  and  did  so  in  a  way  that  would  do  him  maximum  harm. 

This  seems  inexcusable  to  us,  and  an  appropriate  area  of  concern  for  our 
committee;  particularly  where  it  involves  an  organization  which  we  all 
support  and  would  hope  lives  up  to  the  highest  standards  regarding  its 
personnel. 

Anyway,  this  is  the  way  we  currently  see  it  and  it  is  the  way  we  will 
present  it  to  our  Executive  Committee  in  mid  May.  Do  we  have  it  wrong? 
We  invite  your  response.  (Mail  to  government  facilities  being  what  it  is,  if 
you  decide  to  respond,  please  fax  WMM  202-767-1607;  US  mail  to  VLG 
okay) 
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There  is  one  other  thing.  When  we  first  looked  into  this  matter,  we 
thought  the  best  solution  would  be  some  sort  of  compromise  between  you 
and  Schmidt.  That  is  why  we  sent  both  of  you  our  initial  report  last 
October.  Even  at  this  late  date,  could  that  still  be  possible?  Schmidt  told 
us  he  would  be  willing  to  do  so.  Would  AIP? 


Yours  very  truly. 


Wallace  M.  Manheimer 


Victor  L.  Granatstein 
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From: 

Stephen  Benka 

To: 

Jeff  Schmidt 

Date: 

8/19/99  7:09pm 

Subject: 

First  thoughts  on  your  response  to  the  review 

Jeff, 

Because  you  didn't  have  time  to  discuss  your  response  to  your  review  when  you  gave  it  to  me,  here  are  my  initial 
thoughts  on  the  inaccuracies  that  you  perceive.  Let's  discuss  this  further  as  soon  as  possible. 

Your  example  #1 :  You  neglected  to  mention  that,  initially,  you  had  wanted  to  count  Goldstein  as  one  long  article,  not 
two.  However,  because  you  had  completed  Goldstein  within  the  previous  review  cycle,  and  because  you  were  two 
full  articles  short  of  your  already  reduced  (because  of  your  cancelled  paternity  leave)  production  goal  for  last  year, 
we  counted  them  as  two  and  included  them  in  that  cycle.  This  ensured  that  you  would  receive  an  "acceptable"  rating, 
which  was  clearly  in  your  best  interest. 

Each  editor  who  worked  on  decadal  excerpts  for  the  anniversary  issue  did  the  equivalent  of  one  full  article's 
work  in  his  or  her  decade.  There  would  be  no  reason  to  count  yours  otherwise,  except  that  your  work  on  your  decade 
had  to  be  largely  redone  by  someone  else. 

As  of  today,  to  my  knowledge,  the  Will  article  is  not  yet  completed.  If  it  were,  I  would  count  it  as  an  article 
completed  within  this  review  period. 

Your  example  #2:  You  are  right  that  I  should  have  discussed  the  change  of  weights  with  you.  I  apologize  for  not 
having  done  so.  Let’s  discuss  and  agree  on  your  job  description  as  soon  as  possible. 

Your  example  #3:  My  description  is  accurate. 

Your  example  #4:  Your  appeal  to  Charles  Harris,  Theresa  Braun,  and  James  Stith  was  the  proper  procedure  to 
follow.  However,  as  we  discussed  earlier  today  (and  at  other  times),  your  surreptitious  circulation  of  your  response  to 
the  staff  was  entirely  inappropriate. 

I  still  would  like  you  to  tell  me  which  member  or  members  of  the  staff  you  have  discussed  this  yearis  review  with. 
-Steve 
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From:  Jeff  Schmidt  <jeff-schmidt@juno.com> 

Received:  (from  jeff-schmidt@juno.com) 

by  m4.jerseyjuno.com  (queuemail)  id  EJGYUQBF;  Fri,  20  Aug  1999  14:04:47  EDT 
Return-path:  jeff-schmidt@juno.com 

To:  lugenbold@juno.com,  tfeder@wam.umd.edu,  jak@interport.net 

Cc:  jeff-schmidt@juno.com 

Date:  Fri,  20  Aug  1999  14:04:47  EDT 

Subject:  Naming  names 

Message-ID:  <  1 9990820. 1 40725. 1 595 1 .0.jeff-schmidt@juno.com> 

X-Status:  Read 
X-Mailer:  Juno  1 .49 

Hi  Paul,  Toni  and  Jean, 

I  just  sent  the  message  below  to  Warren.  I  don't  know  if  he  will  get  it  before 
Tuesday,  when  he  is  next  in  the  office.  As  you  will  see,  it  applies  to  you,  too, 
but  I  thought  it  would  be  best  to  keep  the  message  to  Warren  separate.  (Please 
be  careful  not  to  mention  his  name  in  the  context  of  this  stuff.)  Any 
suggestions  or  offers? 

Jeff 


Hi  Warren, 

My  discussion  with  Steve  Benka  about  my  performance  review  took  place 
yesterday  afternoon  (Thursday  19  August  1999).  It  went  more  or  less  as  expected 
(he  basically  didn't  budge),  except  for  one  thing:  He  indicated  that  what  he 
said  about  me  in  the  review  was  confidential.  At  first  I  took  that  to  mean  that 
the  review  was  confidential  like  a  doctor's  report,  which  goes  only  to  the 
patient,  to  protect  the  patient's  privacy.  But  it  quickly  became  clear  that  what 
he  meant  was  that  he  didn't  want  me  to  tell  anyone  what  he  said  about  me  in  the 
review  —  for  his  protection,  not  mine. 

I  responded  by  saying  that  most  of  the  staff  doesn't  understand 
"confidential"  to  mean  that  they  are  forbidden  to  talk  about  their  reviews  (it  is 
often  necessary  to  talk  about  a  review  to  check  its  accuracy),  and  I  pointed  out 
that  they  commonly  discuss  such  things  with  their  coworkers.  Besides,  I  said,  in 
this  case  it's  too  late,  because  I  have  already  discussed  it  with  a  co worker 
(more  than  one,  actually),  and  I  didn't  ask  that  person  not  to  discuss  it  with 
others.  So  lots  of  people  could  know  about  it  by  now  (I'm  sure  they  do). 

Benka  appeared  to  be  genuinely  surprised  and  disturbed  that  people  talk  to 
each  other  about  these  things.  I  told  him  that  I  was  surprised  that  he  was 
surprised.  I  said  that  lots  of  people  here  talk  to  each  other  about  everything, 
and  that's  a  good  thing  -  it's  a  sign  of  closeness.  He  was  also  disturbed  that 
I  had  discussed  the  review  with  a  coworker,  and  he  asked  me  to  tell  him  who  it 
was.  (I  won't  do  that,  of  course.)  I  said  that  I  didn't  want  to  get  anyone  in 
trouble.  He  indicated  that  he  still  wanted  to  know.  So  I  offered  to  ask  the 
person  if  it  would  be  ok  to  mention  his  or  her  name.  At  the  end  of  the  meeting, 
Benka  said  again  that  he  wanted  to  know  who  it  is.  And  a  few  hours  later,  at  the 
end  of  a  not-very-interesting  e-mail  message  to  me  about  other  aspects  of  the 
review,  he  wrote  this: 
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>1  still  would  like  you  to  tell  me  which 
>member  or  members  of  the  staff  you  have 
>discussed  this  year's  review  with. 

>~Steve 

So  I  am  now  contacting  all  the  people  whom  I  think  know  about  my  review,  to 
get  their  ideas  on  wrhat  I  should  tell  Benka. 

Jeff 


_ Get  the 

Internet  just  the  way  you  want  it.  Free  software,  free  e-mail,  and  free  Internet 
access  for  a  month!  Try  Juno  Web:  http://dl.www juno.com/dynoget/tagj. 
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Juno  e-mail  printed  Sat,  2 1  Aug  1  999  0 1 :29: 1  3  ,  page  1 
From:  Toni  Feder  <tfeder@wam.umd.edu> 

Received:  from  mx2.jerseyjuno.com  (mx2.jersey.juno.com  [209.67.34.54]) 
by  m4.jersey.juno.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA555HGZAWJHMDS 
for  <jeff-schmidt@juno.com>  (sender  <tfeder@wam.umd.edu>); 

Fri,  20  Aug  1999  14:22:15  -0400  (EST) 

Received:  from  mx5.boston.juno.com  (mx5.boston.juno.com  [205.231.100.53]) 
by  mx2.jersey.juno.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA555HGZATTN59J 
for  <jeff-schmidt@juno.com>  (sender  <tfeder@wam.umd.edu>); 

Fri,  20  Aug  1999  14:22:1  5  -0400  (EST)  ^ 

Received:  from  wilson.acpub.duke.edu  (wilson.acpub.duke.edu  [152.3.233.69]) 
by  mx5.boston.juno.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA555HGZAKSV2Y2 
(sender  <tfeder@wam.umd.edu>); 

Fri,  20  Aug  1999  14:22:15  -0400  (EST) 

Received:  from  wam.umd.edu  (async249-51.async.duke.edu  [152.3.249.51]) 

by  wilson.acpub.duke.edu  (8.8.5/Duke-4.6.0)  with  ESMTP  id  OAA02801; 
Fri,  20  Aug  1999  14:22: 11  -0400  (EDT) 

Return-path:  <tfeder@wam.umd.edu> 

Reply-To:  tfeder@wam.umd.edu 

To:  Jeff  Schmidt  <jeff-schmidt@juno.com> 

Cc:  lugenbold@juno.com,  jak@interport.net 
Date:  Fri,  20  Aug  1999  14:25:15  -0400 
Subject:  Re:  Naming  names 

Message-ID:  <37BD9D7F.A57F1 6F9@wam.umd.edu> 

References:  <19990820. 1 40725. 1 595 1 .0  jeff-schmidt@juno.com> 

X-Status:  Read 

X-Mailer:  Mozilla  4.04  (Macintosh;  I;  PPC) 

Hi  Jeff,  Jean,  Paul, 

obviously  I  don't  think  you  should  tell  Steve  whom  you  discussed  your  review 
with.  Since  he  is  so  harsh  with  you,  it  would  only  impugn  those  people  by 
association  --  why  does  he  want  that  info?  It  seems  he  would  use  (or  at  least 
hold)  it  against  us.  So  I  absolutely  don't  want  him  to  know  I  am  among  those 
people.  Also,  don't  forget,  Chas  is  among  those  people. 

I  don't  know  what  you  should  tell  him- just  that  the  person/people  involved 
felt  that  it  would  be  used  against  them?  Or  more  simply,  they  felt 
uncomfortable  with  that  request?  something  like  that. 


Maybe  you  could  say  something  like,  "The  conversations  I  had  with  (some  of)  my 
coworkers  were  private,  and  they  feel  it  would  be  an  invasion  of  their  privacy 
for  me  to  reveal  their  names  just  because  they  talked  with  me.  I'm  sorry  I 
can't  reveal  anyone's  name." 

You  could  add  something  reassuring,  if  you  can  think  of  anything.  Something  to 
let  him  know  you  are  not  planning  or  inciting  a  rebellion  among  the  staff... 

Toni 
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*■> 


From:  "Jean  A.  Kumagai"  <jak@interport.net> 

Received:  from  mx2.jersey.juno.com  (mx2.jersey.juno.com  [209.67.34.54]) 
by  m4.jersey.juno.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA555KHSAZ77UWS 
for  <jeff-schmidt@juno.com>  (sender  <jak@interport.net>); 

Fri,  20  Aug  1999  14:56:48  -0400  (EST) 

Received:  frommx5.boston.juno.com  (mx5.boston.juno.com  [205.231.100.53]) 
by  mx2.jersey.juno.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA555KHSAXKWHG2 
for  <jeff-schmidt@juno.com>  (sender  <jak@interport.net>); 

Fri,  20  Aug  1999  14:56:48  -0400  (EST) 

Received:  from  amsterdam.interport.net  (amsterdam.interport.net  [199.184.165.19]) 
by  mx5.boston.juno.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA555KHS.APY897A 
(sender  <jak@interport.net>); 

Fri,  20  Aug  1999  14:56:48  -0400  (EST) 

Received:  from  [209.122.227.240]  (209-122-225-172.sl72.tntl.nyw.ny.dialup.rcn.com 
[209.122.225.172]) 

by  amsterdam.interport.net  (8. 8. 5/8. 8.5)  with  ESMTP  id  OAA01347; 

Fri,  20  Aug  1999  14:56:57  -0400  (EDT) 

Return-path:  <jak@interport.net> 

In-Reply-To:  <37BD9D7F.A57F16F9@wam.umd.edu> 

To:  tfeder@wam.umd.edu,  Jeff  Schmidt  <jeff-schmidt@juno.com> 

Cc:  lugenbold@juno.com,  jak@interport.net 
Date:  Fri,  20  Aug  1999  14:58:36  -0500 
Subject:  Re:  Naming  names 

Message-ID:  <v03 11071  Ib3e35d5dc946@ [209. 122.227.240]> 

References:  <19990820. 140725. 1595 1 .0.jeff-schmidt@juno.com> 

X-Status:  Read 

Hi  Jeff  (and  Toni  and  Paul), 

I  don't  know  what  would  be  the  best  way  to  respond  to  Benka.  I  personally 
don't  mind  if  you  tell  him  you  talked  to  me.  On  the  other  hand,  if  you 
think  it  would  be  stronger  to  say  that  nobody  wanted  their  name  revealed 
for  fear  of  retribution,  then  I  definitely  do  not  want  you  to  mention  my 
name. 

You  can  also  tell  Benka  that  I  agree  with  everything  in  both  of  your 
responses  to  your  performance  reviews,  that  I'm  appalled  by  his 
deviousness,  that  I  consider  you  to  be  an  extremely  supportive  and  valuable 
colleague,  and  that  the  long-standing  morale  problem  at  PT  (which  obviously 
did  not  originate  with  your  distributing  your  appeal  to  the  staff)  will 
only  get  worse  if  he  doesn't  improve  his  attitude.  You  might  also  add  that 
management's  increasingly  repressive  policies  may  soon  lead  to  the 
voluntary  departure  of  one  of  its  best  editors.  :) 

Should  I  tell  anybody  else  on  the  staff  about  your  review?  It  will  have  to 
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wait  until  after  I  get  back  from  Maine. 


Jean 


At  2:25  PM  -0400  8/20/99,  Toni  Feder  wrote: 

>Hi  Jeff,  Jean,  Paul, 

> 

>obviously  I  don't  think  you  should  tell  Steve  whom  you  discussed  your  review 
>with.  Since  he  is  so  harsh  with  you,  it  would  only  impugn  those  people  by 
association  --  why  does  he  want  that  info?  It  seems  he  would  use  (or  at  least 
>hold)  it  against  us.  So  I  absolutely  don't  want  him  to  know  I  am  among  those 
>people.  Also,  don't  forget,  Chas  is  among  those  people. 

> 

>1  don't  know  what  you  should  tell  him-- just  that  the  person/people  involved 
>felt  that  it  would  be  used  against  them?  Or  more  simply,  they  felt 
uncomfortable  with  that  request?  something  like  that. 

> 

> 

>Maybe  you  could  say  something  like,  "The  conversations  I  had  with  (some  of)  my 
>coworkers  were  private,  and  they  feel  it  would  be  an  invasion  of  their  privacy 
>for  me  to  reveal  their  names  just  because  they  talked  with  me.  I’m  sorry  I 
>can’t  reveal  anyone's  name." 

> 

>You  could  add  something  reassuring,  if  you  can  think  of  anything.  Something  to 
Met  him  know  you  are  not  planning  or  inciting  a  rebellion  among  the  staff.... 

> 

>Toni 
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From: 

Warren  Kornberg 

To: 

Jeff  Schmidt 

Date: 

.  8/20/99  8:11pm 

Subject: 

Re:  Naming  names 

Jeff: 

1 _ e-mail  is  not  confidential,  and  if  you  want  to  be  sure,  it  should  not  be  used  for  things  (like 

naming  names)  you  do  not  want  discussed.  .  , 

2— 1  don't  think  there  is  any  reason  you  should  be  required  to  disclose  conversations  you  might 
or  might  not  have  had  with  other  people  in  the  building.  With  whom  you  discuss  your  business 
is  your  business.  If  you  want  to  tell  him  you  talked  to  me,  that,  too,  is  your  business,  I  don  t 
really  care.  But  as  you  spell  it  out,  the  demand  seems  high-handed. 

3- As  far  as  the  review's  confidentiality  is  concerned,  I  believe  that  it  is,  but  as  a  restriction  on 
the  management,  not  on  you. 

w 

»>  Jeff  Schmidt  08/20/99  01 :42PM  »> 

Hi  Warren, 

My  discussion  with  Steve  Benka  about  my  performance  review  took  place  yesterday 
afternoon  (Thursday  19  August  1999).  It  went  more  or  less  as  expected  (he  basically  didn’t 
budge),  except  for  one  thing:  He  indicated  that  what  he  said  about  me  in  the  review  was 
confidential.  At  first  I  took  that  to  mean  that  the  review  was  confidential  like  a  doctor’s  report, 
which  goes  only  to  the  patient,  to  protect  the  patient's  privacy.  But  it  quickly  became  clear  that 
what  he  meant  was  that  he  didn’t  want  me  to  tell  anyone  what  he  said  about  me  in  the  review - 
for  his  protection,  not  mine. 

I  responded  by  saying  that  most  of  the  staff  doesn’t  understand  confidential  to  mean  that 
they  are  forbidden  to  talk  about  their  reviews  (it  is  often  necessary  to  talk  about  a  review  to 
check  its  accuracy),  and  I  pointed  out  that  they  commonly  discuss  such  things  with  their 
coworkers.  Besides,  I  said,  in  this  case  it’s  too  late,  because  I  have  already  discussed  it  with  a 
coworker  (more  than  one,  actually),  and  I  didn't  ask  that  person  not  to  discuss  it  with  others.  So 
lots  of  people  could  know  about  it  by  now  (I'm  sure  they  do). 

Benka  appeared  to  be  genuinely  surprised  and  disturbed  that  people  talk  to  each  other  about 
these  things.  I  told  him  that  I  was  surprised  that  he  was  surprised.  I  said  that  lots  of  people 
here  talk  to  each  other  about  everything,  and  that's  a  good  thing  —  it’s  a  sign  of  closeness.  He 
was  also  disturbed  that  I  had  discussed  the  review  with  a  coworker,  and  he  asked  me  to  tell  him 
who  it  was.  (I  won't  do  that,  of  course.)  I  said  that  I  didn’t  want  to  get  anyone  in  trouble.  He 
indicated  that  he  still  wanted  to  know.  So  I  offered  to  ask  the  person  if  it  would  be  ok  to  mention 
his  or  her  name.  At  the  end  of  the  meeting,  Benka  said  again  that  he  wanted  to  know  who  it  is. 
And  a  few  hours  later,  at  the  end  of  a  not-very-interesting  e-mail  message  to  me  about  other 
aspects  of  the  review,  he  wrote  this: 

>1  still  would  like  you  to  tell  me  which 
>member  or  members  of  the  staff  you  have 
>discussed  this  year's  review  with. 

>~Steve 
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So  i  am  now  contacting  ali  the  people  whom  i  think  know  about  my  review,  to  get  their  ideas 
on  what  I  should  tell  Benka. 

Jeff 


PS  --  Careful  with  those  computer  buttons!  I  just  noticed  that  your  brief  e-mail  message  to  me 
yesterday  morning  also  went  out  to  Jeff  Bebee,  Georgina  Guagenti  and  advtsg.  No  harm  done. 
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From:  Paul  J  Elliott  <lugenbold@juho.com> 

Received:  from  mxl.jerseyjuno.com  (mxl.jersey.juno.com  [209.67.33.54]) 
by  m4.jersey.juho.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA56BC8WANXWDK.A 
for  <jeff-schmidt@juno.com>  (sender  <lugenboid@juno.com>); 

Sun,  22  Aug  1 999^  1 9:46:28  -0400  (EST) 

Received:  from  m6.bostonjuno.com  (m6. boston  juno.com  [205.23  1.101. 197]) 
by  mxljersey.juno.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA56BC8WAJ6CK.W2 
for  <jeff-schmidt@juno.com>  (sender  <lugenbold@juno.com>); 

Sun,  22  Aug  1999  19:46:28  -0400  (EST) 

Received:  (from  lugenbold@juno.com) 

by  m6.boston.juno.com  (queuemail)  id  EJNQ7AHQ;  Sun,  22  Aug  1999  19:46:1 1  EDT 
Return-path:  <lugenbold@juno.com> 

To:  jeff-schmidt@juno.com 
Cc:  tfeder@wam.umd.edu,  jak@interport.net 
Date:  Sun,  22  Aug  1999  19:46:1 1  EDT 
Subject:  Re:  Naming  names 

Message-ID:  <1 9990822.202344.463  1 .0.Lugenbold@juno.com> 

References:  <1 9990821 . 120842. 14367.0.jeff-schmidt@juno.com> 

X-Status:  Read 
X-Mailer:  Juno  1 .49 

Jeef  (Jean,  Toni  too): 

I  think  Warren  is  correct,  but  I  further  recommend  that  you  tell  Benka  nothing 
other  than  that,  having  discussed  the  matter  further  with  people  you  trust  and 
respect,  you  have  decided  to  tell  him  nothing  more  about  any 
performance-review-related  discussions  you  have  had  with  AIP  employees,  non-AIP 
journalists,  or  outside  lawyers. 

And  tell  him  so  in  writing,  on  the  chance  that  you  can  develop  a 
Benka-incriminating  paper/electron  trail. 

To  that  end,  I  also  recommend  that  you  consider  preceding  that  memo  with  one  of 
inquiry,  asking  him  to  tell  you  why  he  wants  you  to  name  names,  and  what  he 
intends  to  do  once  he  knows  those  names. 

However,  If  you  have  no  stomach  for  ensnaring  him,  then  I  suggest  you  simply 
request  that  he  cease  harassing  you  with  threats,  demands,  gag  orders,  trumped-up 
allegations,  and  ad  hoc  declarations  of  confidentiality.  You  could  also  be  kind 
and  offer  to  send  him  some  easy-to-understand  information  on  such  topics  as 
freedom  of  speech  and  the  right  of  assembly. 

Paul 


On  Sat,  21  Aug  1999  12:06:03  EDT  Jeff  Schmidt  <jeff-schmidt@juno.com>  writes: 
>Hi  Toni,  Paul  and  Jean, 

> 

>Here's  some  stuff  from  and  to  Warren,  relevant  to  all.  Paul,  do  you 
>want  to  comment  on  Benka's  request  that  I  name  names? 

> 

>Jeff 

> 

> - 
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> 

>Jeff: 

>-{  don't  think  there  is  any  reason  you  should  be  required  to  disclose 
conversations  you  might  or  might  not  have  had  with  other  people' in  the 
>building.  With  whom  you  discuss  your  business  is  your  business.  If 
>you  want  to  tell  him  you  talked  to  me,  that,  too,  is  your  business;  I 
>don't  really  care.  But  as  you  spell  it  out,  the  demand  seems  high-handed. 

> 

>~As  far  as  the  review's  confidentiality  is  concerned,  I  believe  that  it  is,  but 
as  a  restriction  on  the  management,  not  on  you. 

>w 

> 

> - 

> 

>Hi  Warren, 

> 

>  Thank  you  for  basing  your  response  to  Benka's  demand  on  principle,  rather 
than  on  fear. 

> 

>  I  am  still  thinking  about  what  to  tell  him,  but  I  am  leaning  very  strongly 
toward  not  giving  him  any  names,  even  though  you  and  some  others  have  given  me 
permission  to  do  so.  I  don't  w'ant  to  give  the  appearance  of  finding  a 
totalitarian  request  acceptable. 

> 

>  One  thing  I  am  thinking  about  doing  is  simply  quoting  people's  responses 
(yours  and  about  three  others),  leaving  out  their  names  and  anything  else  that 
might  identify  them,  and  also  leaving  out  the  sentences  where  they  give  me 
permission  to  mention  their  names. 

> 

>  If  Benka  wants  to  know  more,  he  can  ask  individual  staff  members  whether  or 
not  I  discussed  my  review  with  them.  One  useful  response  might  be  to  simply  tell 
him  the  truth  -  that  I  said  that  I  was  trying  to  determine  whether  or  not  the 
review  was  accurate,  and  so  we  went  over  the  review  and  compared  it  to  the  facts 
as  we  remembered  them.  And,  of  course,  let  him  know  the  outcome.  Another 
response  might  be  to  refuse  to  report  on  private  conversations  but  to  say  that 
someone  did  show  you  the  review  and  that  you  are  willing  to  discuss  its 
>accuracy.  Whatever;  I'm  not  worried;  Benka  doesn't  present  much  of  an 
intellectual  challenge  in  these  or  other  matters. 

> 

>Jeff 

> 

> 

> 

> 

> _ 

>Get  the  Internet  just  the  w'ay  you  want  it.  Free  software,  free  e-mail, 

>and  free  Internet  access  for  a  month!  Try  Juno  Web: 

>http://dl.  www  juno.com/dynoget/tagj. 

_ Get 

Internet  just  the  way  you  want  it.  Free  software,  free  e-mail,  and  free  Internet 
access  for  a  month!  Try  Juno  Web:  http://dl.w^vw.juno.com/dynoget/tagj. 
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From:  Jeff  Schmidt  <jeff-schmidt@juno.com> 

Received:  (from  jeff-schmidt@juno.com) 

by  m4jersey.juno.com  (queuemail)  id  EJPQWQT4;  Mon,  23  Aug  1999  05:00:46  EDT 
Return-path:  jeff-schmidt@juno.com 

To:  jak@interport.net,  lugenbold@juno.com,  tfeder@wam.umd.edu 

Cc:  jeff-schmidt@juno.com 

Date:  Mon,  23  Aug  1999  05:00:46  EDT 

Subject:  Naming  names 

Message-ED:  <19990823.050304. 14375.0.jeff-schmidt@juno.com> 

X-Status:  Read 
X-Mailer:  Juno  1.49 

Dear  four  colleagues  who  saw  my  annual  review  and  who  Benka  wants  me  to  name, 

Taking  everyone's  suggestions  into  account,  my  current  thinking  is  to  not  give 
Benka  any  names  and  to  not  give  him  anything  in  writing.  I  would  give  him  a 
verbal  report  that  would  include  the  four  responses  (below)  to  his  demand.  Even 
though  I  have  removed  your  name,  I  won't  include  your  response  in  my  oral  report 
without  your  approval.  So  please  fmd  it  below  and  let  me  know  if  it  is  ok; 
modify  it  if  necessary. 

As  one  of  you  suggested  (and  as  I  had  decided,  too),  I  would  first  ask  Benka  why 
he  wants  the  names.  To  him,  I  think,  the  problem  isn't  the  out-to-get-you 
review;  it's  the  fact  that  I  disclosed  it  and  criticized  it.  If  he  comes  around 
asking,  "Did  Jeff  talk  to  you  about  his  performance  review?",  feel  free  to  say 
"yes”  or  "I  don’t  feel  comfortable  reporting  on  private  conversations”  or  "I 
don’t  feel  comfortable  reporting  on  private  conversations,  but  I  am  familiar  with 
the  review  and  can  talk  about  that.”  Td  probably  be  better  off  if  you  didn't 
say  who  showed  you  the  review,  and  if  you  didn't  say  that  you  saw  any  written 
response  to  it. 

My  spoken  report  to  Benka  would  be  something  like  this:  .7  :  v 

Following  up  on  your  request,  I  was  able  to  track  down  four  colleagues  who  saw  my 
annual  review  either  because  I  showed  it  to  them  or  because  someone  else  did. 

They  all  reacted  negatively  to  your  request  for  their  names,  so  Tm  afraid  I 
don’t  have  any  names  to  report.  The  most  I  can  do  is  tell  you  what  they  told  me 
when  I  asked  for  permission  to  identify  them.  Would  that  be  of  any  use  to  you? 

[At  this  point  Benka  says  yes  and  I  read  the  following  responses.] 


1 .  Obviously  I  don’t  think  you  should  tell  Steve  whom  you  discussed  your  review 
with.  Since  he  is  so  harsh  with  you,  it  would  only  impugn  those  people  by 
association  —  why  does  he  want  that  info?  It  seems  he  would  use  (or  at  least 
hold)  it  against  us.  So  I  absolutely  don't  want  him  to  know  I  am  among  those 
people. 

I  don't  know  what  you  should  tell  him  —  just  that  the  person/people  involved 
felt  that  it  would  be  used  against  them?  Or  more  simply,  they  felt  uncomfortable 
with  that  request? 

Maybe  you  could  say  something  like,  "The  conversations  I  had  with  (some  of)  my 
co  workers  were  private,  and  they  feel  it  would  be  an  invasion  of  their  privacy 
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for  me  to  reveal  their  names  just  because  they  talked  with  me.  I’m  sorry  I  can't 
reveal  anvone's  name." 


You  could  add  something  reassuring,  if  you  can  think  of  anything.  Something  to 
let  him  know  you  are  not  planning  or  inciting  a  rebellion  among  the  staff.... 


2.  I  don't  know  what  would  be  the  best  way  to  respond  to  Benka.  There  is  fear 
of  retribution. 

You  can  tell  him  that  I'm  appalled  by  his  deviousness,  that  I  consider  you  to  be 
an  extremely  supportive  and  valuable  colleague,  and  that  the  long-standing  morale 
problem  at  PT  (which  obviously  did  not  originate  with  your  appeal  becoming  known 
last  year)  will  only  get  worse  if  he  doesn’t  improve  his  attitude.  Management’s 
increasingly  repressive  policies  will  inevitably  have  negative  consequences. 


3.  I  recommend  that  you  tell  Benka  nothing  other  than  that,  having  discussed  the 
matter  with  people  you  trust  and  respect,  you  have  decided  to  tell  him  nothing 
more  about  any  performance-review-related  discussions  you  have  had. 

I  suggest  you  simply  request  that  he  cease  harassing  you  with  threats,  demands, 
gag  orders,  trumped-up  allegations,  and  ad  hoc  declarations  of  confidentiality. 

You  could  also  be  kind  and  offer  to  send  him  some  easy-to-understand  information 
on  such  topics  as  freedom  of  speech  and  the  right  of  assembly. 


4.  I  don't  think  there  is  any  reason  you  should  be  required  to  disclose 
conversations  you  might  or  might  not  have  had  with  other  people  in  the  building. 
With  whom  you  discuss  your  business  is  your  business. ...the  demand  seems 
high-handed. 

As  far  as  the  review's  confidentiality  is  concerned,  I  believe  that  it  is,  but  as 
a  restriction  on  the  management,  not  on  you. 

Jeff 
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From:  Toni  Feder  <tfeder@wam.umd.edu> 

Received:  from  mx2.jersey.juno.com  (mx2.jersey.juno.com  [209.67.34.54]) 
by  m4.jersey.juno.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA56D8F5AHQ398J 
for  <jeff-schmidt@juno.com>  (sender  <tfeder@wam,.umd.edu>); 

Mon,  23  Aug  1999  21 :43:23  -0400  (EST) 

Received:  from  mx2.boston.juno.com  (mx2.boston.juno.com  [205.23 1.100.52]) 
by  mx2.jersey.juno.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA56D8F5AEVZ78J 
for  <jeff-schmidt@juno.com>  (sender  <tfeder@wam.umd.edii>); 

Mon,  23  Aug  1 999  2 1 :43 :23  -0400  (EST) 

Received:  from  wilson.acpub.duke.edu  (wilson.acpub.duke.edu  [152.3.233.69]) 
by  mx2.boston.juno.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA56D8F4A5JXAU2 
(sender  <tfeder@wam.umd.edu>); 

Mon,  23  Aug  1999  21:43:22  -0400  (EST) 

Received:  from  wam.umd.edu  (async249-13.async.duke.edu  [152.3.249.13]) 

by  wilson.acpub.duke.edu  (8.8.5/Duke-4.6.0)  with  ESMTP  id  VAA01658; 
Mon,  23  Aug  1 999  2 1 :43 : 1 6  -0400  (EDT) 

Return-path:  <tfeder@wam.umd.edu> 

Reply-To:  tfeder@wam.umd.edu 

To:  Jeff  Schmidt  <jeff-schmidt@juno.com> 

Cc:  jak@interport.net,  lugenbold@juno.com 
Date:  Mon,  23  Aug  1999  21:47:1 1  -0400 
Subject:  Re:  Naming  names 

Message-ID:  <37C1  F95A.E7D97018@wam.umd.edu> 

References:  <19990823.050304. 14375.0.jeff-schmidt@juno.com> 

X-Status:  Replied 

X-Mailer:  Mozilla  4.04  (Macintosh;  I;  PPC) 

******  Please  do  not  quote  from  the  new  content  of  this  note.  Some  are 
embedded  in  your  text.  ******* 

Hi  Jeff, 

I  would  feel  more  comfortable  -  and  think  it  would  be  a  better  strategy  -  if 
you  would  summarize  what  your  colleagues’  reactions  were  to  the  request  that 
you  identify  them,  rather  than  read  (as  you  say  you  would  do  after  he  says 
"yes"  he'd  like  to  know  their  reasons),  or  even  repeat  to  him 
modified-verbatim  what  we  each  said.  Reading  identity-edited-out  comments  is 
theatrical.  I  think  his  request  should  be  played  down,  not  up,  and  nipped  in 
the  bud.  I  would  prefer  that  (if  anything  at  all)  you  say  each  idea  once,  in 
your  own  words,  rather  than  in  ours.  For  example,  there  is  considerable 
overlap,  in  particular  in  the  comments  by  me,  Warren  and  Paul,  so  I  suggest 
summing  these  up.  Giving  him  three  versions  is  an  invitation  for  him  to 
continue  playing  this  stupid  game  of  trying  to  identify  your  colleagues.  In 
my  view,  the  point  to  make  is  simple:  it's  none  of  his  business.  Jean  made 
some  different  comments,  and  those  may  be  worth  including  in  whatever  you  say. 

(It  would  be  fine  with  me  if  you  noted  that  more  than  one  colleague  commented 
that  they  think  of  you  as  a  very  valuable  colleague,  and  value  your 
contributions  to  the  magazine.)  But  I  prefer  the  simpler,  less  theatrical  tack 
of  paraphrasing  and  summing  up,  rather  than  "handing  him  our  words." 

In  that  vein,  my  preference  would  be  that  you  still  ask  him  (if  you  want  to) 
why  he  wants  to  identify  the  colleagues  who  know  about  your  review,  and  then 
say  (something  like)  they  (and  I)  all  feel  that  it's  not  appropriate  to  have 
to  report  on  private  conversations.  One  person  noted  that  confidentiality  is 
a  restriction  on  management,  not  on  employees. 
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end  of  investigation,  let's  hope. 
—  Toni 


Subject:  Naming  names  Date:  Mon,  23  Aug  1999  05:00:46  EDT  From:  Jeff  Schmidt 
<jeff-schmidt@juno.com>  To:  jak@interport.net,  lugenbold@juno.com, 
tfeder@wam.umd.edu  CC:  jeff-schmidt@juno.com 

Dear  four  colleagues  who  saw  my  annual  review  and  who  Benka  wants  me  to  name, 

Taking  everyone's  suggestions  into  account,  my  current  thinking  is  to  not  give 
Benka  any  names  and  to  not  give  him  anything  in  writing.  I  would  give  him  a 
verbal  report  that  would  include  the  four  responses  (below)  to  his  demand. 

Even  though  I  have  removed  your  name,  I  won't  include  your  response  in  my  oral 
report  without  your  approval.  So  please  fmd  it  below  and  let  me  know  if  it 
is  ok;  modify  it  if  necessary. 

As  one  of  you  suggested  (and  as  I  had  decided,  too),  I  would  first  ask  Benka 

why  he  wants  the  names.  To  him,  I  think,  the  problem  isn't  the  out-to-get-you 

review;  it's  the  fact  that  I  disclosed  it  and  criticized  it.  [JEFF:  SO  WHAT 

DO  YOU  THINK  HIS  MOTIVE  IS,  IF  NOT  TO  SOMEHOW  HOLD  IT  AGAINST  YOUR 

COLLEAGUE-CONFIDANTS?]  If  he  comes  around  asking,  "Did  Jeff  talk  to  you  about 

his  performance  review?",  feel  free  to  say  "yes"  or  "I  don't  feel  comfortable 

reporting  on  private  conversations"  or  "I  don't  feel  comfortable  reporting  on 

private  conversations,  but  I  am  familiar  with  the  review  and  can  talk  about 

that."  I’d  probably  be  better  off  if  you  didn't  say  who  showed  you  the 

review,  and  if  you  didn't  say  that  you  saw  any  written  response  to  it.  [IF  HE 

ASKS  ME,  I  PLAN  TO  SAY  I  THINK  ITS  NONE  OF  HIS  BUSINESS.  BUT  I  DON'T  SEE 

ANYWAY  OF  HOLDING  THAT  PARTICULAR  DISCUSSION,  AND  I  HOPE  HE  DOESN'T  ASK] 

My  spoken  report  to  Benka  would  be  something  like  this: 

Following  up  on  your  request,  I  was  able  to  track  down  four  colleagues  who  saw 
my  annual  review  either  because  I  showed  it  to  them  or  because  someone  else 
did.  They  all  reacted  negatively  to  your  request  for  their  names,  so  I'm 
afraid  I  don't  have  any  names  to  report.  The  most  I  can  do  is  tell  you  what 
they  told  me  when  I  asked  for  permission  to  identify  them.  Would  that  be  of 
any  use  to  you?  [At  this  point  Benka  says  yes  and  I  read  the  following 
responses.] 


[AS  I  WROTE  ABOVE,  I  PREFER  YOU  PARAPHRASE,  RATHER  THAN  READ  MY  RESPONSE] 

1 .  Obviously  I  don't  think  you  should  tell  Steve  whom  you  discussed  your 

review  with.  Since  he  is  so  harsh  with  you,  it  would  only  impugn  those  people 

by  association  —  why  does  he  want  that  info?  It  seems  he  would  use  (or  at 

least  hold)  it  against  us.  So  I  absolutely  don't  want  him  to  know  I  am  among 

those  people. 

I  don't  know  what  you  should  tell  him  —  just  that  the  person/people  involved 
felt  that  it  would  be  used  against  them?  Or  more  simply,  they  felt 
uncomfortable  with  that  request? 

Maybe  you  could  say  something  like,  "The  conversations  I  had  with  (some  of)  my 

coworkers  were  private,  and  they  feel  it  would  be  an  invasion  of  their  privacy  S 
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for  me  to  reveal  their  names  just  because  they  talked  with  me.  I'm  sorry  I 
can’t  reveal  anyone's  name." 

You  could  add  something  reassuring,  if  you  can  think  of  anything.  Something  to 
let  him  know  you  are  not  planning  or  inciting  a  rebellion  among  the  staff.... 


2.  I  don't  know  what  would  be  the  best  way  to  respond  to  Benka.  There  is 
fear  of  retribution. 

You  can  tell  him  that  I'm  appalled  by  his  deviousness,  that  I  consider  you  to 
be  an  extremely  supportive  and  valuable  colleague,  and  that  the  long-standing 
morale  problem  at  PT  (which  obviously  did  not  originate  with  your  appeal 
becoming  known  last  year)  will  only  get  worse  if  he  doesn't  improve  his 
attitude.  Management's  increasingly  repressive  policies  will  inevitably  have 
negative  consequences. 


3.  I  recommend  that  you  tell  Benka  nothing  other  than  that,  having  discussed 
the  matter  with  people  you  trust  and  respect,  you  have  decided  to  tell  him 
nothing  more  about  any  performance-review-related  discussions  you  have  had. 

I  suggest  you  simply  request  that  he  cease  harassing  you  with  threats, 
demands,  gag  orders,  trumped-up  allegations,  and  ad  hoc  declarations  of 
confidentiality.  You  could  also  be  kind  and  offer  to  send  him  some 
easy-to-understand  information  on  such  topics  as  freedom  of  speech  and  the 
right  of  assembly. 


4.  I  don't  think  there  is  any  reason  you  should  be  required  to  disclose 
conversations  you  might  or  might  not  have  had  with  other  people  in  the 
building.  With  whom  you  discuss  your  business  is  your  business. ...the  demand 
seems  high-handed. 

[I  DO  THINK  ITS  A  GOOD  IDEA  TO  MENTION  THE  FOLLOWING  COMMENT  BY  WARREN] 
As  far  as  the  review's  confidentiality  is  concerned,  I  believe  that  it  is,  but 
as  a  restriction  on  the  management,  not  on  you. 

Jeff 


_ _ _ _ Get  the 

Internet  just  the  way  you  want  it.  Free  software,  free  e-mail,  and  free 
Internet  access  for  a  month!  Try  Juno  Web: 
http://dl.www.juno.com/dynoget/tagj. 
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From:  Toni  Feder  <tfeder@wam.umd.edti> 

Received:  from  mx2.jersey.juno.com  (mx2.jersey.juno.com  [209.67.34.54]) 
by  m4.jersey.juno.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA56EBYDAWVD5QS 
for  <jeff-schmidt@juno.com>  (sender  <tfeder@wam.umd.edu>); 
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Received:  from  mx5.boston.juno.com  (mx5.boston.juno.com  [205.231.100.53]) 
by  mx2.jersey.juno.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA56EBYDAUBEXCJ 
for  <jeff-schmidt@juno.com>  (sender  <tfeder@wam.umd.edu>); 

Mon,  23  Aug  1999  22:43:15  -0400  (EST) 

Received:  from  wilson.acpub.duke.edu  (wilson.acpub.duke.edu  [152.3.233.69]) 
by  mx5.boston.juno.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA56EBYDAMGG9P2 
(sender  <tfeder@wam.umd.edu>); 

Mon,  23  Aug  1999  22:43:15  -0400  (EST) 

Received:  from  wam.umd.edu  (async249-8.async.duke.edu  [152.3.249.8]) 

by  wilson.acpub.duke.edu  (8.8.5/Duke-4.6.0)  with  ESMTP  id  WAA02639; 
Mon,  23  Aug  1999  22:43:1 1  -0400  (EDT) 

Return-path:  <tfeder@wam.umd.edu> 

Reply-To:  tfeder@wam.umd.edu 

To:  Jeff  Schmidt  <jeff-schmidt@juno.com> 

Cc:  lugenbold@juno.com,  jak@interport.net 
Date:  Mon,  23  Aug  1999  22:47:12  -0400 
Subject:  Re:  Naming  names 

Message-ID:  <37C20767.2DBF0F6A@wam.umd.edu> 

References:  <19990823. 050304. 143 75.0.jeff-schmidt@juno.com> 

X- Status:  Read 

X-Mailer:  Mozilla4.04  (Macintosh;  I;  PPC) 
hi  again,  jeff, 

this  is  an  addendum  to  my  previous  e-mail,  i'm  glad  you  will  summarize  rather 
than  read  our  comments,  the  reason  for  writing  now  is  just  to  offer  support- 
because  from  your  note  i  realize  that  you  worry  he  would  try  to  collect  data 
about  you  from  us  (i.e.  use  our  names  against  your,  unsuccessfully,  i'd  bet), 
whereas  i'm  thinking  he'd  use  the  information  to  penalize  us.  irony,  well, 
let's  not  let  him  use  any  of  it  against  any  of  us. 


toni 


30  August  19  99- 
Steve  -- 


Here  are  the  notes  that  you  requested.  They  outline  the 
responses  that  I  got  when  I  asked  colleagues  who  saw  my  annual 
review  for  permission  to  fulfill  your  request  that  I  report  their 
names  to  you.  As  you  know,  I  did  not  want  to  give  you  this 
written  report,  but  you  insisted  that  I  do  so.  I  can  only  hope 
that  you  will  use  it  to  address  staff  concerns  and  not  "kill  the 
messenger . " 

Four  themes  were  apparent  in  the  responses  from  my  coworkers. 

1.  They  consider  me  to  be  a  supportive  and  valuable  colleague, 
and  they  want  you  to  behave  in  accord  with  that  view.  They  note 
that  the  long-standing  staff  morale  problems  did  not  originate 
with  my  review  appeal. 

2 .  Their  anxiety  was  exacerbated  by  the  fact  that  you  were  not 
open  about  your  reasons  for  wanting  their  names.  (Later,  when  I 
asked  you  specifically  why  you  wanted  their  names,  you  refused  to 
answer.)  Thus  the  only  thing  they  imagined  coming  from  your 
investigation  was  punishment,  of  me  or  of  them.  They  think  they 
would  be  subject  to  guilt  by  association,  because  you  have  been 
so  harsh  with  me. 

3 .  They  feel  that  their  conversations  were  private  and  that  to 
reveal  them  would  be  an  invasion  of  their  privacy.  They  made 
reference  to  the  First  Amendment,  the  spirit  of  which  they 
evidently  carry  with  them. 

4.  They  agree  with  you  that  annual  reviews  are  confidential,  but 
they  see  that  as  a  restriction  on  management,  not  on  them.  Thus 
they  feel  free  to  discuss  their  reviews,  and  many  do.  They  think 
it  would  set  a  bad  precedent  if  any  of  us  were  punished  for  that. 

Please  let  me  know  if  I  can  be  of  further  assistance. 

Jeff 
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Subj :  Fwd :  American  Institute  of  Physics  case 
Date:  7/15/2002  3:11:17  PM  Eastern  Daylight  Time 
From:  w.sweet@ieee.org  (William  Sweet) 

To:  jschmidt222@aol.com 


Dear  Jeff, 

I’d  say  the  Commission  both  misrepresented  and  underrepresented.  I  said  nothing 
about  my  job  not  being  9-5;  all  I  said  was  that  once  one  completed  one’s  well- 
defined  responsibilities ,  one  was  free  to  do  work  of  one's  own  on  office  time. 
And  I  certainly  took  the  commitments  made  to  me  by  Davis  and  Braun  as  general 
policy,  not  concessions  made  to  me  personally. 

Hope  that  helps, 

Bill 
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Date:  Thu,  9  May  2002  12:20:22  -0400 

To:  avhawkins@co . pg . md . us 

From:  William  Sweet'  <w .  sweet @ieee  .  org> 

Subject:  American  Institute  of  Physics  case 

Dear  Mr.  Hawkins, 

Thank  you  for  calling  Tuesday  and  giving  me  the  opportunity  to  help  with  your 
investigation,  which  I  consider  to  be  very  important.  I  am  writing  to  follow  up 
with  some  more  detail,  which  I  hope  you  will  find  useful. 

I  have  been  a  journalist  (writer  and  editor)  for  25  years.  My  first  jobs  were  with 
a  financial  newsletter  in  Manhattan  and  then  with  Congressional  Quarterly  in 
Washington,  D.C.  At  Physics  Today,  I  was  an  associate  editor,  like  Schmidt,  from 
1984  to  1993.  I  am  currently  Senior  News  Editor  at  IEEE  Spectrum  magazine,  in  New 
York. 

Upon  being  hired  at  Physics  Today,  I  asked  the  Editor  in  Chief,  Harold  Davis, 
whether  I  could  pursue  freelance  writing  projects  during  my  employment.  He  said 
that  would  be  fine  as  long  as  I  did  not  imply  that  what  I  wrote  was  endorsed  by 
Physics  Today  or  the  American  Institute  of  Physics.  I  also  confirmed  with  Human 
Resources  that  I  would  have  unlimited  long-distance  telephone  privileges.  At  the 
time,  Theresa  Braun  was  the  director  of  Human  Resources. 

Physics  Today  had  an  exact  way  of  defining  peoples’  jobs.  If  you  did  your  job,  then 
you  were  left  alone.  Writers  were  expected  to  write  four  pages  per  month,  or  one 
page  per  week.  In  theory,  if  I  wrote  four  pages  in  one  week,  I  could  then  do 
whatever  I  wanted  for  the  remainder  of  the  month. 

While  at  Physics  Today,  I  worked  on  a  number  of  different  freelance  projects  while 
at  work,  including  regular  articles  for  The  Bulletin  of  the  Atomic  Scientists,  whidh 
many  of  my  colleagues  saw.  I  worked  on  these  projects  openly,  often  discussing  them 
with  coworkers  and  using  my  office  computer  and  the  magazine's  library  for  research. 

One  of  my  freelance  projects  was  a  controversial  article  that  was  published  in  MIT's 
Technology  Review,  in  which  I  suggested  that  the  Chernobyl  nuclear  power  plant 
accident  involved  a  nuclear  explosion.  When  it  was  published,  a  number  of  articles 
were  written  in  response,  and  I  received  a  fair  amount  of  publicity.  Soon  after, 
AIP's  clipping  service  collected  many  newspaper  articles  commenting  on  my  Chernobyl 
piece.  I  know  this  because  a  senior  editor  at  Physics  Today,  Barbara  Levi,  called 
me  into  her  office,  handed  me  the  large  stack  of  clippings,  and  said,  "This  is  what 
happens  when  you  use  the  term  nuclear  explosion."  Many  of  the  articles  in  the  stack 
identified  me  as  an  editor  at  Physics  Today.  One  of  the  articles,  distributed  by 
the  Associated  Press  for  publication  in  newspapers  across  the  country,  reported  that 
I  gave  an  interview  on  the  subject  from  my  office  at  Physics  Today.  (The  9  June 
1989  article  identified  me  as  "William  Sweet,  a  reporter  for  Physics  Today, 
published  by  the  American  Institute  of  Physics."  It  went  on  to  say,  "In  an 
interview  Friday  from  his  New  York  office,  Sweet  explained  that  a  Chernobyl-type 
accident  is  unlikely  in  the  United  States....")  I  was  never  warned,  reprimanded  or 
disciplined  in  any  way,  and  I  was  never  told  to  refrain  from  writing  controversial 
pieces.  I  continued  my  freelance  work  throughout  my  years  at  Physics  Today. 

In  my  experience,  using  office  time  for  freelancing  (and  using  an  employer's 
resources)  is  ubiquitous  in  journalism.  Book  writing  by  journalists  is  common,  and 
would  be  impossible  to  do  completely  outside  of  business  hours.  Employers  benefit 
by  maintaining  a  writer-f riendly  environment.  For  example,  freelance  work  can 
increase,  a  staff  writer's  stature  and  lead  to  valuable  spin-off  projects  for  the 
employer.  Indeed,  my  Chernobyl  article  led  to  a  tip  that  resulted  in  my  writing  a 
major  investigative  piece  on  a  closely  related  subject,  which  Physics  Today 
published . 

I  hope  this  information  is  useful  in  your  investigation.  Please  let  me  know  if  I 
can  be  of  further  assistance. 

Sincerely, 


William  Sweet 
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Subj :  Physics  Today  dismissal 

Date:  5/15/2002*7:57:17  PM  Eastern  Daylight  Time 
From:  cmohr@tndc.org  (Chris  Mohr) 

To:  avhawkins@co . pg .md. us  ( ' avhawkins@co . pg .md. us ’ ) 

Dear  Mr.  Hawkins, 

I  was  happy  to  hear  from  a  fellow  former  Physics  Today  employee  that  you  are 
looking  into  Jeff  Schmidt fs  firing.  I  was  a  coworker  of  Jeff's  during  the 
time  that  he  was  writing  his  book,  and  I  think  you  might  be  interested  in  my 
own  experience  in  devoting  some  office  time  to  freelance  writing.  The 
bottom  line  is  that  I  find  it  difficult  to  believe  that  the  real  reason  for 
Jeff's  dismissal  is  that  he  didn't  spend  100  percent  of  his  time  in  the 
office  on  Physics  Today  work. 

I  was  a  member  of  the  editorial  staff  at  Physics  Today  in  New  York  from 
early  1991  through  late  1993.  I  am  now  a  director  at  the  Tenderloin 
Neighborhood  Development  Corporation  in  San  Francisco,  California,  where  I 
have  worked  since  1995. 

At  Physics  Today,  my  immediate  supervisors  were  Barbara  Levi,  Gloria  Lubkin 
and  Kenneth  McNaughton.  Theresa  Braun  was  the  Director  of  Human  Resources. 

I  was  responsible  for  editing  the  "We  Hear  That”  department  of  the  magazine, 
which  consisted  mainly  of  articles  about  awards  and  obituaries.  Usually,  I 
edited  about  5  to  10  obituaries  and  wrote  1  to  3  awards  articles  per  month. 

I  also  edited  the  calendar  section  of  the  magazine  and  copyedited  1  to  2 
feature  articles  per  month. 

While  at  Physics  Today,  I  wrote  some  articles  for  small  magazines,  notably 
Lies  of  Our  Times  (now  defunct) .  That  magazine  published  one  long  piece 
detailing  scientists'  participation  in  the  Gulf  War  ("The  Gulf  War  and  the 
Technologists,"  March  1992),  as  well  as  several  shorter  items.  I  spent 
upwards  of  20  hours  working  on  the  long  article,  of  which  at  least  15  hours 
were  spent  at  work.  (On  the  other  pieces  that  I  wrote  while  at  Physics 
Today,  I  would  generally  write  about  80  percent  of  the  article  at  work  and 
rest  at  home.)  I  did  all  the  writing  on  my  computer  at  work  and  read  all 
the  source  material  while  at  work,  because  the  article  was  based  on 
scientific  magazines  and  publications  received  by  Physics  Today.  I  did  this 
openly  and  spoke  with  coworkers  about  the  article.  No  one  ever  said 
anything  about  my  working  on  this  piece. 

It  was  my  understanding  that  AIP,  as  an  institution,  encouraged  the  practice 
of  its  employees  doing  outside  writing.  Employees  of  the  Institute's 
history  division,  for  example,  published  books  that  were  understood  to  have 
been  written  on  company  time.  To  my  knowledge  the  Institute  never  had  a 
policy  against  its  employees  pursuing  and  publishing  writing  outside  the 
Institute,  and  doing  such  work  on  company  time.  In  general,  if  I  completed 
my  responsibilities  in  a  timely  way,  I  was  not  given  additional  work  to  fill 
my  time. 

I  hope  this  information  helps  in  your  investigation.  I  would  be  happy  to 
address  any  questions  you  may  have,  and  so  please  feel  free  to  contact  me. 
Jeff's  firing  is  a  real  injustice  and  would  set  a  bad  precedent  if  left 
unchallenged.  I  hope  you  will  take  action  to  reverse  it. 

Sincerely, 

Christopher  Mohr 
San  Francisco,  CA 
cmohr@tndc . org 
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